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The Mode of Baptism 


A striking diversity exists in the Christian Church with ref- 
erence to the mode of administering the rite of Baptism. Broadly 
speaking, the Eastern Church baptizes by immersion, the Western 
Church by pouring or sprinkling. 

In the Greek Orthodox Church baptism of infants or adults is 
by trine immersion, “which is most essential in the administration 
of Baptism,” although in case of extreme weakness or mortal danger 
a child may be baptized by affusion..» Among the other Oriental 
communions the manner of applying water varies. The Nestorians, 
for example, stand the candidate erect in water reaching to his neck 
and dip the head three times. The Armenians first immerse the 
child and then thrice pour a handful of water on its head. How- 
ever, throughout the Oriental churches the basic thought of cover- 
ing the entire body or parts of the body with water persists in 
virtually all rituals, so that we may speak of immersion as the 
distinctive Eastern mode of baptizing.?? 

The Western Church, if we ignore for the moment the Baptists 
and other immersionists, considers the manner in which water is 
applied in the rite of Baptism an adiaphoron. The major groups 
employ affusion or sprinkling but do not condemn the practise of 
immersion. In fact, the Roman Catholic ritual provides for im- 
mersion as well as for affusion. A similar survival appears in the 
Anglican Prayer-book. The Prayer-book of the Protestant Epis- 
copal Church parallels the two modes, the rubric reading: “And 
thus, naming it (the child) after them, he shall dip it in water 
discreetly or else pour water upon it, saying,” etc. The Presbyterian 
Church ruled out immersion in 1644 but, like the Methodists, rec- 
ognizes the baptism of those immersed. The Lutheran Church has 


1) Klotsche, Christian Symbolics, 45. 
2) For detailed information cf. Warfield, Studies in Theology, 345. 
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no formularies with provisions for immersion, and while it does 
not consider a baptism by immersion invalid, it would hardly lend 
itself to this mode of baptizing because of confessional and other 
reasons.?? 

The Baptists and the other groups insisting upon immersion ?) 
assert that such practise is essential to the validity of Baptism. 
They appeal in support of their position to the significance of the 
Greek word faxtitew and its Latin equivalents; to the circumstances 
in which the baptisms of the New Testament were administered; 
to the significance of the rite as a burial with Christ; and to the 
concessions of those who, while practically rejecting immersion, 
admit that it was practised by the apostles and the early churches.» 
These groups call immersion the “New Testament mode of baptism” 
and until recently ® were unanimous in affirming that immersion of 
the believer is essential to real Christian baptism. It is the purpose 
of this article to show that such a position has no Scriptural founda- 
tion and that an objective study of the Scriptures and of the 
literary and archeological evidence leads to the conclusion that 
the mode of baptism is an adiaphoron. 

When Christ instituted Baptism, He did not specify any par- 
ticular mode to be used. The word which He employed to desig- 
nate the Baptism of the New Testament was not a new word which 
He coined for this specific purpose, but one which was in common 
use and whose meaning can, therefore, be determined. Baztitew 
had been long in use among the Jews to express religious washings 
of all kinds. Thus Luke records that the Pharisee marveled that 
Jesus had not first washed (éfaxtiobn) before dinner (Luke 11:38); 
and Mark speaks of the washings (Baxtiopotcs) by the Jews of cups 
and pots, brazen vessels, and of tables, Mark 7:4. These religious 
washings are called by the writer to the Hebrews S1dqogor partiopoi 
(Heb. 9:10) and refer to the purifications (xadagupoi) of the Old 
Testament. They formed a part of the Ceremonial Law and in- 
cluded such items as the purifying of the Levites, the priests, per- 
sons and things defiled, lepers, sacred objects, etc. 

While the Boxtiopoi of the Old Testament had nothing to do 
with the Baptism of the New Testament, the Septuagint designates 
the performing of one of the prescribed ceremonial ablutions as 
Boxtitew, Ecclus. 34:25,* and the manner in which these paxtiopoi 
were performed indicates the meaning which the Jews associated 


3) Fritz, Pastoral Theology, 104; Stump, The Christian Faith, 333. 
4) The immersionist groups are listed in Popular Symbolics, 427. 

5) Johnson’s Universal Cyclopaedia, sub Baptists. 

6) McNutt, Polity and Practise in Baptist Churches, 127. 


* The Septuagint is quoted according to the Stuttgart edition of 
A. Rahlfs. 
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with the word Baxtitew and its derivatives. Thus we read of the 
cleansing of the Levites, Num. 8:6,7: “Take the Levites from 
among the children of Israel and cleanse them. And this shalt 
thou do unto them to cleanse them: sprinkle the water of expiation 
on them.” Of the purifying of the priests Ex. 29:4, 21, states: 
“And Aaron and his sons thou shalt bring unto the door of the 
Tabernacle of the congregation and shalt wash them with water. 
And thou shalt take of the blood that is upon the altar and of 
the anointing oil and sprinkle it upon Aaron and upon his gar- 
ments.” The Mosaic regulations regarding persons and things 
defiled specified: “Whosoever toucheth the dead body of any man 
that is dead and purifieth not himself, defileth the Tabernacle of 
the Lord; and that soul shall be cut off from Israel; because the 
water of separation was not sprinkled upon him, he shall be un- 
clean; his uncleanness is yet upon him,” Num.19:13. Of the un- 
clean tent and vessels and persons we are told, Num. 19:18, 19: 
“And a clean person shall take hyssop and dip it in the water and 
sprinkle it upon the tent and upon all the vessels and upon the 
persons that were there and upon him that touched a bone or one 
slain or one dead or a grave. And the clean person shall sprinkle 
upon the unclean on the third day and on the seventh day; and 
on the seventh day he shall purify himself and wash his clothes 
and bathe himself in water, and shall be clean at even.” With 
reference to the lepers we read, Lev. 14:7-9: “And he [the priest] 
shall sprinkle upon him that is to be cleansed from the leprosy 
seven times, and shall pronounce him clean.” And as to the 
cleansing of sacred objects we note, Lev. 16:14-19, that the mercy- 
seat and the altar were to be purified by the sprinkling of blood 
on them and before them. These were some of the didqogor 
Baxtionot mentioned Heb. 9:10. They are called “divers washings” 
not only because they referred to divers objects, but also because 
they were performed in various ways. God Himself prescribed the 
mode to be used, and, to say the least, it is significant that the 
usual mode was not immersion but sprinkling. 

The Baxtiopnoi of the Old Testament did not limit the meaning 
of Baxtiouds to a specific mode of applying water. Neither does the 
word fanxtitew vi vocis. Baxtitew and its root word féxtew are not 
modal verbs. They are factitive verbs and express the fact of 
wetting without implying or specifying the mode to be employed. 
This is true of Baxtew as well as of Baxtitew. Dan. 4:33 we read: 
“The same hour was the thing fulfilled upon Nebuchadnezzar; and 
he was driven from men and did eat grass as oxen, and his 
body was wet with the dew of heaven.” The Septuagint has it: 
xai and tic Sedcov tod oveavod Td cHya avtot éBda~n. Here Pantew 
evidently cannot mean to dip or immerse. It states merely the fact 
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that Nebuchadnezzar’s body was wet. Baxtitew is used in a similar 
manner in the Septuagint. Naeman was told by Elisha, 2 Kings 
5:10: “Go and wash in Jordan seven times,” etc. From v.14 we 
learn xai xatéBy Nowav xai épantioato év tH Iogdavy x.t.4. Did 
Naeman immerse himself? He was told to wash (Aotom, v.10), 
and he obeyed that direction. If nothing else, Boxtitew here is used 
as synonymous with Aovew, which is a generic term, signifying to 
wash without reference to mode. It is also significant that Jerome 
translates this passage “Descendit et lavit in Iordane,” using for 
éfpaxtioato lavit, again a generic term, meaning to wash. Of Judith 
we are told, Judith 12:7: xal éexogeveto xata vixta cic thy pdgayya 
Baitviova xai éBantiteto év tH mageuPoAq éni tis anyfs tov tdatoc. 
Here we have a baptism which the language employed and the 
attending circumstances prove not to have been an immersion. 
Judith “baptized” or washed herself not into or in but at (éai) 
a spring. She was in the military camp of Holophernes, where 
regard to decency would forbid her immersing herself. Finally 
we read Ecclus. 34:25: Bantitéuevoc dnd vexgot xai addi dxtépevos 
avtot, ti d@péAnoev Ev TH AovtEm avdtot; The reference here is to 
Num. 19: 20 ff., where the law relative to the ceremonial cleansing 
from touching the dead is recorded. ‘The Mosaic regulations 
specified sprinkling as the most important feature of this rite of 
purification, so that in this passage fantitew virtually means 
sprinkling. We note again, as in 2 Kings 5:10, 14, that Baxtitew and 
Aovtedv are synonymous in thought. 

Turning to the New Testament, we find Baxtitew and its deriva- 
tives Baxtionds, Pdxtioua, Paxtiotis used 122 times, and in every 
instance they refer to a ritual or religious act. Never do these 
words vi vocis imply a washing by immersion. On the contrary, 
in a number of passages the conception of immersion is excluded. 
Thus Mark 7:4: “And when they come from the market, except 
they wash, they eat not. And many other things there be which 
they have received to hold, as the washings” (Paxtiopots) “of cups, 
brazen vessels, and of tables” (xAw@v, couches). For these cere- 
monial washings (xafaguopoi) the Jews had jars of water, John 2:6. 
The cups and pots and brazen vessels might have been immersed, 
though there are no cogent reasons to assume that this was done; 
but to suppose that the tables, rather couches, were immersed in 
water is unreasonable and certainly out of question. Again, the 
Pharisee, Luke 11:38, marveled that Jesus did not wash (éfaxtiotn) 
before eating. The parallel passage is found Matt.15:2, where 
instead of Baxtitew, vintovtar tas xeigus is used as a synonym. And 
in Mark 7:4, where some versions have éav wih Paxtiowvta, the read- 
ing éav i) Gavtiowvta also is found. The implications of these passages 
are that the ceremonial ablutions before meals were performed not 
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by immersion but by pouring or sprinkling and that Baxtitew does 
not and cannot mean immersion and immersion only. 1 Cor. 10:2 
Paul writes: “All” (the fathers) “were baptized (éfaxticavto) 
unto Moses in the cloud and in the sea.” Comments William 
M. Taylor: “This first recorded baptism, so far as appears, was 
not immersion. Sprinkled the tribes might be, as the clouds 
poured down water or the spray was dashed upon them by the 
fury of the wind; but their baptism in the sea was contemporaneous 
with their ‘walking upon dry land in the midst of it.’ It is a very 
small matter; but when esteemed brethren assure us that the word 
‘baptize’ always and everywhere means immerse, it becomes im- 
portant to remark that in the very earliest case in reference to 
which the term is applied, it very evidently can have no such 
significance. There was an immersion here, indeed, but it was 
that of the Egyptians; and no one will be very eager to follow 
their example.”” Thus the use of faxtitew in the Septuagint 
and in the New Testament clearly shows that it is not a modal 
verb and that the Jews did not associate with this word a specific 
method of applying water. Hence, the statement that Bantitew 
signifies immersion, and immersion only, and thereby establishes 
immersion as the New Testament mode of baptism is without 
Scriptural foundation. 

The New Testament records of the baptisms by John the 
Baptist, the apostles, Philip, and Ananias do not offer sufficient 
data to enable us to ascertain with absolute certainty how these 
baptisms were administered. Yet these records do contain enough 
hints and implications for us to infer how several of the recorded 
baptisms were not performed. John told the multitude, Luke 
3:16: “I indeed baptize you with water, but One mightier than I 
cometh ...; He shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost and with 
fire.” The fulfilment of these words occurred on the day of 
Pentecost, Acts 2:17,18. This baptism with the Spirit and with 
fire was performed not by immersion but by an outpouring (é&ézeev, 
Acts 2:33) of the Spirit and by cloven tongues like as of fire that 
sat upon each of them. The disciples were not carried or plunged 
into the Spirit and into the fire, but the Spirit and the fire came 
to them. That this Pentecostal baptism really was the baptism 
predicted by John is explicitly stated by Peter, Acts 2:33: “There- 
fore, being by the right hand of God exalted and having received 
of the Father the promise of the Holy Ghost, He [Jesus] hath shed 
forth (é&éxeev, cf. vv. 17, 18) this which ye now see and hear.” 
Since, therefore, we find neither in the words of Peter nor in the 
occurrences on Pentecost anything that would even faintly suggest 


7) Taylor, Moses the Lawgiver, 119. 


















566 The Mode of Baptism 


immersion, we conclude that, when John spoke of baptism with 
the Holy Ghost and with fire, the term baptism did not signify to 
him immersion but rather an outpouring. And is it not reasonable 
to assume that a similar mode of applying water, viz., of pouring, 
would suggest itself to John when he baptized? This assumption 
is confirmed by the attending circumstances of his baptisms. If we 
keep in mind the short duration of his ministry and the multitudes 
that came to him to be baptized (Matt.3:5), it becomes apparent 
that it would have been a physical impossibility for John to im- 
merse all these people. Nor does the fact that John baptized tdat 
and év téatt demand a baptism by immersion, for we have here 
the instrumental use of the dative and of év, indicating what John 
used when he baptized. Regarding John’s baptism the sainted 
Dr. A.L. Graebner wrote: “The gospels say John baptized év 1 
"Iogdavy, cic tov “Iogddvyv, tian, év téatt. All these expressions 
do not necessitate the assumption of immersion. The number of 
applicants being very great (Matt.3:5) and water being plentiful 
(John 3:23), the most decorous, expeditious, and cleanly way of 
administering the sacred rite may have been this, that John stood 
in the river, év t@ ’Iogddavy, the people, one by one, came near him, 
also in the river, and the Baptist, lifting water from the river, 
poured it upon the people before him, so that the water with which 
he baptized (t5att, or év t5at1) would run back again into the river, 
gig tov "Iogddvnv.” 8) Hence, while we cannot definitely establish 
the mode of John’s baptism, the records contain enough informa- 
tion to make pouring or sprinkling more than likely. 

The account of the other baptisms of the New Testament leads 
to the same conclusion. On the day of Pentecost three thousand 
were baptized. “Then they that gladly received his word were 
baptized; and the same day there were added unto them about 
three thousand souls,” Acts 2:41. We ask, On which day were 
these people “added unto them?” The record replies év ti huéog 
éxetvy, on that day on which they were baptized. To say, as some 
exegetes do, e.g., Zahn, that these baptisms were performed at 
a later time, transgresses the principles of true interpretation. 
They received the Word, were baptized, and were added to the 
Church the same day. Indeed, it was through Baptism that they 
became members of the Church.®) That is what the text states. 
How were they baptized? Three thousand by immersion? Such 
a task would have surpassed the physical strength of the apostles. 
Besides, where would they have found enough water for this 
purpose? There are no rivers or streams in Jerusalem, and to 
suggest the use of public pools disregards the fact that this mass 


8) Theol. Quart., V:5. 
9) Stoeckhardt, Roemerbrief, 285. 
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baptism took place only fifty days after the Jews of Jerusalem had 
put Jesus to death. We do not know how these three thousand 
were baptized, but the circumstances warrant the assumption that 
these baptisms were not administered by immersion. Again, Philip 
baptized the eunuch of Ethiopia, who was traveling through a desert 
country (Acts 8:26), where even today water is found in sparing 
quantities. (The text has tt tdwe.) Both Philip and the eunuch 
went down into the water, and both came up out of the water, 
nou xatéeBnoav aGuitegor cic 16 dwg... . Ste 58 GvéBnoav éx tod tSatoc, 
vv. 38,39. Does this of necessity imply immersion? If so, both 
Philip and the eunuch were immersed, for they are joined together 
by the text. Furthermore, there is nothing in the record of the 
baptism of Saul by Ananias (Acts 9) and of the jailer at Philippi 
(Acts 16) that would indicate that immersion was the only possible 
mode of these baptisms. Luke relates of Saul in rapid succession 
that he is sitting in a room, blind and in a weakened condition, 
that he has his eyes opened, arises and is baptized, takes food and 
is strengthened. The obvious meaning is that everything here 
stated occurred in the house in which Saul was staying, and it is 
very unlikely that a private dwelling would have facilities for im- 
mersing a person. Likewise with the jailer at Philippi. The events 
follow in swift succession: the earthquake, the opening of the 
prison doors, the loosening of the prisoners’ bands, the despair of 
the jailer, the admonition of Paul and Silas, the religious instruc- 
tion given to the jailer, the washing of the prisoners’ wounds, the 
baptism of the jailer and his family, the placing of food before the 
guests. All this happened at the same hour of the night (midnight), 
so that it is difficult to believe that this baptism should have been 
performed by immersion. Somewhat different is the baptism of 
Cornelius and his household. Here immersion is practically ex- 
cluded by the terms of the record. Peter asks, Acts 10:47: “Can 
any one forbid water, that these should not be baptized” (piu 16 
tdwe Sivata xwhtoai ttc)? Note that the object of xwAtoa is not 
the person to be baptized but the water. The water is not to be 
prevented from being brought to where it should be used. It should 
be brought without delay in order that these persons might be 
baptized where they were. Such language does not suggest im- 
mersion. 

Thus a brief review of the circumstances in which the baptisms 
of the New Testament were administered fails to impress upon us 
the cogency of the argument of the immersionists that John the 
Baptist and the apostles baptized by immersion, “the New Testa- 
ment mode of baptism.” Not one baptism in the time of the apostles 
is recorded in such a way that immersion must be accepted as the 
New Testament mode. On the contrary, in a number of instances 




















































The Mode of Baptism 


immersion cannot reasonably be assumed, and it is probable that 
immersion was never practised in apostolic days.! 

A New Testament mode of baptism is found by some in the 
“significance of the rite of baptism as a burial with Christ.” Ref- 
erence is made to Rom. 6:3, 4 and to Col. 2:11, 12, where the phrases 
“buried with Him by Baptism into death” and “buried with Him by 
Baptism” are found. This “burial with Christ” is interpreted to 
signify “buried under water,” i. e., immersed. However, the apostle 
in neither of the quoted passages is speaking of the mode of bap- 
tism, but of the meaning and benefit of the Sacrament, as the con- 
texts clearly indicate. “If such a text as Rom: 6:3,4 (‘buried with 
Christ by Baptism into death’) be explained to refer to the mode 
of baptism, then such texts as Acts 22:16 (‘be baptized and wash 
away your sins’); Titus 3:5,6 (‘by the washing of regeneration and 
renewing of the Holy Ghost, which He shed on us abundantly’), 
and Heb. 10:22 (‘having our hearts sprinkled from an evil con- 
science and our bodies washed with pure water’; cf. Ex. 24:8; 
Heb. 9:19; 1Cor. 10:2) would, by a like hermeneutical rule, have 
to be explained to refer to the mode of baptism, and accordingly 
various modes of baptism would be taught in the texts.”1 The 
fact remains that these symbolic references to Baptism neither 
imply nor specify a particular manner of christening and therefore 
fail to prove the assertion of a New Testament mode of baptism. 


The evidence of history and archeology proves conclusively 
that the early Church was conscious of the fact that the manner in 
which Baptism was administered was not essential to the validity 
of the Sacrament. The Didache, written between 90 and 165 A. D., 
states, chap. VII: “Concerning Baptism, baptize thus: Having 
first rehearsed all these things (the explanation of the way of life, 
chap. I—IV; the way of death, chap. V; and the final exhortation, 
chap. VI), baptize in the name of the Father and of the Son and 
of the Holy Spirit in running water; but if thou hast no running 
water, baptize in other water, and if thou canst not in cold, then 
in warm. But if thou hast neither, pour water three times on the 
head in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.” 12 Of this 
quotation Harnack says: “We have here the oldest evidence for 
the permission of baptism by aspersion; it is especially important 
that the author betrays not the slightest uncertainty as to its 
validity. The evidences for an early occurrence of aspersion were 
hitherto not sufficiently certain, either in respect to their date 
or in respect to their conclusiveness. Doubt is now no longer 





10) Theol. Quart., V:8. 
11) Fritz, Pastoral Theology, 102. 
12) The Apostolic Fathers (Loeb Classical Library), I, 311. 
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possible.” 15) And the sainted Dr. E. A. W. Krauss comments: 
“Dieses Zeugnis aus der Didache, sicher aus dem Anfang des 
zweiten Jahrhunderts, ist von hoechster Wichtigkeit gegenueber 
allerlei Taufschwaermern; und man sollte es ihnen gegenueber 
stets in promptu haben.” 1#) However, it is argued that baptism in 
the early Church by pouring or sprinkling was only an unusual 
or extraordinary mode of baptism. The universal custom was to 
baptize by immersing. Writes C.F. Rogers: “It is generally as- 
sumed that the usual custom of the early Church was to baptize 
by total immersion. . .. This assumption is based mainly on 
evidence supplied by literature. But we must not forget that the 
writings of the Fathers tend to depict the ideal in their minds 
rather than chronicle the actual that lay before their eyes. To find 
out what was actually done by the mass of Christians, we must 
turn to the evidence of archeology, for which data are drawn so 
largely from cemeteries and other regions where the popular will 
has always had free scope.” 1® The evidence of archeology is very 
much in favor of pouring as the manner of applying water in 
baptism. “The testimony of the catacombs is strongly in favor of 
aspersion or affusion. All their pictured representations of the 
rite indicate this mode, for which alone the early fonts seem 
adapted; nor is there any early art evidence of baptismal im- 
mersion.” 17 “It is most noteworthy that from the second to the 
ninth century there is found scarcely one pictorial representation 
of baptism by immersion, but the suggestion is almost uniformly 
either of sprinkling or pouring.” 18) On the basis of his archeolog- 
ical studies Rogers reached the conclusion that the popular mode of 
baptism for the first 700 years of the Christian Church was not 
immersion but pouring.’ However, it is not our purpose to 
establish what the mode of baptism in the early Church was. 
We are interested merely in showing that the literary and archeo- 
logical evidence points to the fact that the early Church did not 
acknowledge any particular mode as the New Testament mode of 
Baptism and that it did not regard any specific form of administer- 
ing the Sacrament as essential to its validity. 

And this is the position also of the Lutheran Church. It is 
true that Luther has been called an immersionist, but the fact 


13) Harnack, Die Lehre der zwoelf Apostel, 23. 


14) Lehre und Wehre, 54:250. Cf. Cyprian’s comments on clinic 
baptisms, e.g., Walther, Pastorale, 118. 


15) Hoefling, Sakrament der Taufe, 50. 
16) Rogers, Baptism and Christian Archeology, 240. 
17) Withrow, The Catacombs of Rome, 535. 

18) Bennett, Christian Archeology, 406. 

19) Rogers, Baptism and Christian Archeology, 406. 
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of the matter is that, while Luther spoke favorably of immersion 
for reasons of symbolism (X:2112), he expressly declares that 
immersion is not essential to a legitimate baptism (XIX:66) and 
defines Boxtitew as baden, oder eintauchen, oder nass machen mit 
Wasser (X:2131). The Large Catechism therefore defines baptism 
as pouring (36, 45), immersion (65), sprinkling (78). The Lu- 
theran Church believes that “the purpose of the Sacrament of Bap- 
tism is not ‘the putting away of the filth of the flesh’ (1 Pet. 3:21), 
but the saving of the soul, its cleansing from sin; neither is the 
power of Baptism in the water itself (wherefore much water has 
no more power than little water); therefore, in whichever way 
the water is applied in the act of baptizing (by immersing, pouring, 
or sprinkling), provided that it is applied in the name of the Father 
and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost, it is in every respect a true 
Baptism. The Christian pastor of the orthodox Lutheran Church 
should conform to the usage of his Church in reference to the mode 
of baptism, as a testimony against the Baptists, who even today 
insist that immersion is essential to a valid baptism. According 
to the Word of God the particular mode of baptizing is in itself 
a matter of Christian liberty. Gal. 2:4, 5.” 2 

Yet even in the Baptist Church a change in the traditional 
attitude towards non-immersed Christians is taking place. Writes 
Dr. W. R. McNutt: “Close Communion, once quite universal among 
Baptists, and still largely so in the Southern States, is really close 
Baptism: only those may come to the table who are church- 
members by virtue of their being immersed believers. This polity 
has been long on the shift; the invitation to fellowship in the 
Lord’s Supper having first been extended to all Baptists, then to 
members of immersing churches other than the Baptists, and 
finally to ‘all who love the Lord Jesus Christ.’ This indicates, 
of course, that the basis of welcome to the sacred meal has moved, 
in the open Communion churches, from baptism to discipleship, 
from a symbolic rite to the regenerate life symbolized thereby... . 
Certain English Baptist churches long since began to practise mixed 
membership, that is, a membership composed of the immersed, 
those otherwise baptized, and those unbaptized by any method. 
Changing conditions in the States, particularly the overchurching 
of communities and the rapid rise of unchurched suburban areas, ... 
have conspired to force open the doors of many American Baptist 
churches to non-immersed members from pedobaptist churches. 
The change has been going on quietly as a matter of necessity, if 
not always of desire. One or two partial studies of the extent of 
open membership polity have been made, and these afford ground 


20) Fritz, Pastoral Theology, 104. 
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for the assertion that today it is the practise of between 500 and 
1,000 churches, almost exclusively within the Northern Convention. 
The status of these members coming from non-immersing churches 
is not yet uniformly fixed. Their status ranges all the way from 
loosely affiliated members, with limitations of rights and priv- 
ileges, to membership in complete and regular standing. — This 
means a decided change of the hitherto uniform basis of member- 
ship: a change from the regenerate, immersed believer to the 
regenerate, baptized (of whatever mode) believer. This shift will 
be seen to be a lineal development of open Communion. ... In 
fairness to the increasing number of open membership Baptist 
churches we must set down their conviction that by this practise 
they in no wise relax their allegiance to the New Testament mode 
of baptism; for whenever they baptize, they immerse. They ad- 
minister the rite in no other form, nor do they contemplate doing so. 
They are as positive immersionists as their fathers; they merely 
eschew their sectarianism by freely fellowshiping Christians to 
whom time has given many names.” ?)) Wa tter A. BAEPLER 
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(Concluded) 

Men are asking us to substitute for the authority of Scripture 
the authority of Christ or at least to subordinate the former to the 
latter. If we did that, we would be left without any authority for 
our teaching and without any foundation for our faith. And that 
means, of course, that there would be no Christian theology and no 
Christian religion. Il 


These men are, in the first place, asking us to discard the 
authority of Scripture, of parts of the Scripture and of all Scripture. 

We shall have no difficulty in proving that they deny the 
authority of parts of the Bible. They say it loudly enough. Before 
we tan raise the charge, they admit it; for they glory in it. They 
raise the charge against us that we believe every word of the Bible. 
They insist that it is the right and the duty of the Christian 
theologian to free the Bible of its many blemishes and to inform 
the Christians of its many mistakes. You have heard Brunner 
saying that much of the Bible needs to be chiseled off. You have 
heard Alleman declaring that that part of the Bible is infallible 
which is Gospel, and must be accepted, but that the other parts, 
the dregs, the trifles, and the filth, must be cast out. These men do 


21) McNutt, Polity and Practise in Baptist Churches, 127 ff. 





572 Holy Scripture or Christ? 


not want it to be kept secret that in their estimation the Church 
would have been better off if certain portions of the Bible had never 
been written. But since they have been written and incorporated 
in the Sacred Volume, the Christians must be trained to read it 
with caution and discrimination. They must be trained to “search 
the Scriptures” not as humble disciples studying and treasuring 
each word, but as cautious critics, who will not take anything on 
trust. Says Brunner: “The revelation of God is not a book or 
a doctrine, but a living person. The relation between the Scripture 
and this person is clearly one of subordination: ‘Search the Scrip- 
tures, ... and they are they which testify of Me.’... Of course, 
it was easier to have God’s Word enshrined in the Holy Book, so 
that whatever you took out of this sacred cupboard was divine 
inspiration, than to search the Scriptures for their witness of 
Christ. So far as the orthodox theory of Scripture is concerned, 
there is no distinction between this and the Indian or Mohammedan 
belief in their sacred books: the Bible has become a divine oracle. 
... This materialistic, or, to be more exact, this idolatrous, accep- 
tance of Bible authority has done great damage to Christian faith.” 
(The Word and the World, pp. 84, 92, 94.) Says Pfarrer Hoff, ad- 
dressing a meeting of students in Germany: “Wir unterscheiden 
bei aller Ehrfurcht vor der Autoritaet der Heiligen Schrift als 
Ganzes das, was goettlich darinnen ist, von dem, was menschlich, 
allzu menschlich, was juedisch ist.... Das unterscheidet uns von 
der starren Orthodoxie, dass wir die sogenannte Verbalinspiration 
ableugnen, dass wir nicht gewaltsame Beziehungen auf Christum 
setzen, dass wir vielmehr den Ton legen auf das ‘Suchet in der 
Schrift.’” (See C.T.M., V, p. 407.) Search out in Scripture what 
is authoritative and reject the rest! Prof. Baumgaertel: “The letter 
(Wortlaut) of Scripture we consider of secondary importance. .. . 
The outstanding feature, the whole » is what counts, not the details, 
which are in many instances erroneous and objectionable.” (See 
Moeller, Um die Inspiration der Bibel, p.57.) We raise the charge 
that the modern theologians divest a great part of Scripture of its 
authority, and they tell us: That is exactly what we are doing; 
we teach our people that half of Scripture is true and half of it 
false, that half of it is saving truth, the other half faulty dressing; 
we want them to distinguish between the spiritual content of Scrip- 


9) The concept “the whole of Scripture” (das Schriftganze) belongs 
to the stock in trade of the theologians who put Christ and Scripture in 
opposition. It is a variation of the “Christ,” “Word of Christ,” “Word of 
God,” concept. The discussion of this monstrosity, which makes the 
“whole to be of an entirely different nature than its component parts” 
(Kliefoth calls it eine unvollziehbare Phrase—a phrase expressing an 
unachievable thought; Pieper: “This phrase cannot be invested with 
sense and meaning,” Chr. Dog., I, p. 243) must await another opportunity. 
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ture and the unspiritual admixture, the historical, scientific, and 
moral errors; it is high time that Christendom ceased taking every- 
thing in Scripture for God’s truth. They tell us: “The Bible is not 
of uniform value and equal perspicuity. It has carried with it the 
husk as well as the kernel. There are many things in the Old Tes- 
tament, and some in the New Testament, which are temporal and 
even provincial. When we read Old Testament stories of doubtful 
ethics and lex talionis reprisals, with their cruelty and vengefulness, 
their polygamy and adultery, it is difficult for us to sympathize with 
the theory of verbal inspiration, however much we may sympathize 
with the motive which led to it.” (H.C. Alleman, in Luth. Church 
Quart., 1936, p. 241.) George R. Andrews, Congregationalist, writ- 
ing in the Christian Century of March 15, 1939: “What is the Bible, 
this text-book of religious education? It is the literature of the 
Jewish people until about two thousand years ago, containing frag- 
mentary history, poetry, romance, myth, legend, biography... . 
We have said it was the word of God, authoritative from cover to 
cover, infallible in form and spirit. ... In the record, i.e., in the 
Bible, is to be seen the expression of all the smallness, meanness, 
ignorance, superstition, and chicanery as well as the nobleness, 
generosity, and moral inspiration of which the Jewish race was and 
is heir. If the Bible is the word of God, it is so entangled in the 
mass of human weakness, ignorance, and depravity that great moral 
and religious understanding and insight are required to separate the 
wheat from the chaff.” H.C. Alleman: “The Bible is not a sacred 
oracle speaking infallibly in every book on everything that is con- 
tained in it.” (The Lutheran, Jan. 14, 1937.) — Our charge stands. 

And then we raise the further charge that they are depriving 
the Church of the spiritual treasure which these discredited portions 
of Scripture carry. They will not admit this charge, but we main- 
tain it. We say with Luther: “Sintemal kein Buchstabe in der 
Schrift vergeblich ist.” (X, p.1018.) And if they refuse to accept 
Luther’s word in this instance, Luther will refer them to St. Paul: 
“Whatsoever things were written aforetime were written for our 
learning,” etc. Rom.15:4. “All Scripture . .. is profitable for doc- 
trine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness,” 
2 Tim. 3:16. And if they will not take St.Paul’s word for it, — 
some do not hesitate to declare that he blundered now and then, — 
St. Paul will refer them to Jesus, who insists that not a single state- 
ment, a single word, of Scripture can be divested of divine 
authority, John 10:35. All of Scripture has a spiritual content. 
Which story of Scripture is unspiritual and must be classified as 
husk, dregs, filth? Is it the story of Jesus’ changing the water into 
wine? Some of them, impelled by the subjective authority which 
we shall presently examine, may stamp it as harmful. St. John 
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judges of it in this wise: “Jesus manifested forth His glory; and 
His disciples believed on Him,” John 2:11. Well, St. John was mis- 
taken. Is it the story of Abraham and Hagar? Did St. Paul con- 
sider it unspiritual? See Gal.4. What about Gen. 1 or the story of 
Jonah? Mistakes, legends, lacking spiritual value? Jesus puts the 
stamp of His approval on these and similar accounts, finds them 
true and worthy of study. “Have ye not read that He which made 
them at the beginning made them male and female?” Matt. 19:4. 
“As Jonas was three days and three nights in the whale’s belly, so 
shall the Son of Man be three days and three nights in the heart of 
the earth,” Matt.12:40. And when they so glibly speak of the 
trifles and filth in the Bible, we turn away from them in disgust 
and iisten to Luther, who with a reverent spirit and a full sense of 
the spirituality of the Bible speaks thus: “What is here [Gen. 
24:22] related is adjudged by reason to be a most carnal and 
worldly affair; and I myself often wonder why Moses expends so 
many words on such trifling things, since he was so brief on much 
more important things. But I do not doubt that the Holy Ghost 
wanted these things to be written down for our instruction. For 
nothing is presented to us in Scripture that is trifling and useless; 
for all that is written was written for our learning, Rom. 15:4.” 
(I, p.1711.) On Gen.38: “Why did the Holy Ghost have these 
shameful and unspeakable things written down and preserved to be 
told and read in the Church? Who will believe that such things 
are profitable for edification and salvation? ... These examples are 
set before us for instruction and comfort and for the strengthening 
of our faith; they show the great grace and mercy of God.” (II, 
p.1167f.) Everything written in Holy Scripture is of importance 
to our spiritual well-being. Everything is, we know, not of the 
same importance. The Gospel content is of supreme importance. 
But everything else contained in the Bible serves the Gospel- 
message, even what they call “moral incongruities,” such as the 
doctrine of eternal damnation, the sentence pronounced against the 
Canaanites, the imprecatory psalms, etc. Spurgeon said: “We 
could not afford to dispense with one verse of Holy Writ. The 
removal of a single text, like the erasure of a line of a great epic, 
would mar the completeness and connection of the whole. As well 
pluck a gem from the high priest’s breastplate as erase a line of 
revelation.” “Nothing,” says Luther, “is presented to us in Scrip- 
ture that is useless.” And they who rob the Church of one line 
of Scripture are guilty of a grievous wrong. They may come under 
the sentence pronounced Rev. 22:19. 

We charge these men, however, not only with annulling parts 
of the Bible, but with subverting its authority in toto. They do 
that, first, by discrediting portions of the Bible. Let this once sink 
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into the minds of men that a book which claims that it is absolutely 
true in its every statement and spiritual throughout is full of con- 
tradictions and errors, deals with trifles, and contains unethical 
teachings, and they will discredit it in general. Speaking of the 
Koran, Luther says: “Des wird mich (achte auch wohl auch kei- 
nen vernuenftigen Menschen) niemand bereden ewiglich, dass ein 
Mensch (so er anders ein Mensch ist, der bei Vernunft ist) sollt’ 
mit Ernst glauben koennen einem Buche oder Schrift, davon er 
gewiss waere, dass ein Teil (schweige denn drei Teile) erlogen 
waere, dazu nicht wissen muesste, welches unterschiedlich wahr 
oder nicht wahr waere, und also im Sack kaufen muesste, oder drei 
Lot Gift unter einem Lot Zucker gemischt essen und trinken sollte.” 
(XX, p. 2275.) Apply this to the Bible as edited by the moderns. 
It is psychologically impossible that the pupils of Schleiermacher, 
Althaus, and Alleman who have been filled with suspicion of parts 
of the Bible should not lose confidence in the Bible as a whole, the 
more so as these men cannot, as we shall presently show, provide 
us with a sure criterion for distinguishing between the true and 
the false. Who will accept any particular statement of the Bible 
with full confidence if he thinks that the preceding and the fol- 
lowing statement is untrustworthy? Such a book can no longer 
serve as the source of doctrine and the foundation of faith. 

Again, it is the declared purpose of these men to depose the 
Bible as the chief, the only, authority. Not Scripture, but Christ! 
They are willing indeed to let Scripture stand as the secondary 
authority. But that is divesting Scripture of all authority, all real 
authority. No man will accept the teaching of Scripture as binding 
if he is told that Scripture cannot speak the final word. What- 
ever these men write in defense of their thesis can only wean men 
away from putting their trust in Scripture. 

Moreover, they are rather outspoken in warning men against 
bowing to the authority of Scripture. We heard Martensen deplore 
the fact that the “individual Christian does not maintain a relative 
independence over against the Scriptures.” And M.G. G. Scherer 
told us that “Christian liberty knows how to distinguish between 
Scripture and Scripture,” that “Christian liberty does not fall into 
the sin of Bibliolatry. We refuse, they declare indignantly, to sub- 
mit to a paper pope— “der tote papierne Papst des Bibelbuch- 
stabens.” To accept the Bible as infallible requires “a slave- 
mentality,” says R. H. Strachan (The Authority of Christian 
Experience, p.16). Obtaining doctrine out of Scripture, says Hof- 
mann, “would imprint a legalistic feature (gesetzlicher Zug) on 
doctrine”; it would make of Scripture “a code of laws of faith 
(Sammlung von Glaubensgesetzen).” (Schriftbeweis, I, p.9. See 
Pieper, Chr. Dog., III, p.510.) We ask them to take the Christian 
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teaching word for word out of Scripture, to be bound absolutely by 
what Scripture states on any given doctrine, and they tell us: 
Scripture is not a manual of doctrine." To bind men to every 
single statement of Scripture would be intolerable legalism. 
A writer in the Luth. Church Quarterly of this year (p.33) says: 
“There is a spirit of legalism that pervades many of the ranks of 
Mid-Western Lutherans, a kind of approach to the truth of God 
which insists on ‘book, chapter, and verse’ for all the ‘eye-blinks’ 
of life and must be undergirded by the authority of print on paper 
for every conscious breath in order to be assured of full salvation. 


10) Let us take time out to discuss the use of this term “manual of 
doctrine.” Our moderns do not like it. In the statement quoted in the 
first paragraph of the preceding article we read: “There has been a grow- 
ing tendency to regard the Scriptures less as an authoritative manual 
of revealed tenets in theology and morals than as the medium of dis- 
closing to us the personal Christ.” The Bible is not “a code of doc- 
trines”; absolutely not, says Wehrung: “Der evangelische Schriftge- 
brauch sucht nicht Lehrformeln oder Beweisstellen”; and Driver: “The 
Bible is not a logically articulated system of theology”; and Oman: 
Doctrines must not “be drawn from Holy Writ like legal decisions from 
the statute book”; and Alleman: “The Bible does not contain even a sys- 
tem of theology”; and M. Kaehler: “Die Bibel ist kein Lehrbuch”; and 
R. F. Grau: “Die Heilige Schrift ist uns nicht mehr ein grosser vom 
Himmel herabgesandter Gesetzeskodex mit seinen einzelnen Paragraphen, 
Beweisstellen genannt”; and the Allg. Ev.-Luth. Kirchenz. 1931, p. 52: 
“Luther hat die Bibel nicht zu einem Paragraphenkodex gemacht.” 
Dr. Pieper does not hesitate to say: Die Heilige Schrift is das Lehrbuch 
der christlichen Religion (I, p.79). Why do these men objurgate us for 
saying that the Bible is a manual of doctrine, ein Lehrbuch? They know 
well enough that nobody ever said that the Bible is written in the form 
of a handbook of dogmatics. But they hear us saying that the Chris- 
tian theologian must take his teaching directly from the Bible, that he 
dare not construct his own doctrines, and that whatever the Bible teaches 
in any of the proof-texts is binding upon him. And that they resent. 
They resent the idea that they must teach what is there written, exactly 
as it is written. They say that would require a slave mentality which 
they do not possess; children might be expected to do that but not they. 
That is why they proscribe the term Lehrbuch. We cannot understand 
these men. We do not feel enslaved when God requires us to teach 
exactly what He has set down in Scripture. And while we do not cus- 
tomarily use the term Lehrgesetz, we will use it when it is necessary 
to point out what God teaches in the Bible requires unconditional, ab- 
solute acceptance. We are willing to be slaves in this respect. Paul 
gloried in the term “slave of Jesus Christ.” The Christian theologian is 
ready to say with the child Samuel: “Speak, for thy servant heareth.” 
He uses the words “law” and “statutes” in this connection, Ps.119. Can- 
not these men connect the concept “obedience” with anything else than 
legalism? Do they not know that there is an evangelical obedience 
which hearkens to the Word of the Lord willingly, joyfully, thankfully? 
We thank God that He has revealed all doctrines to us, in definite, exact 
terms. We say with Dr. Reu: “Wir fragen bloss, ob es nicht auch einen 
im Evangelium wurzelnden Gehorsam gibt, der sich an das ganze Wort 
seines Gottes gebunden weiss?” (Kirchliche Zeitschrift, March, 1939, 
p. 190.) — Protesting the terms “manual of tenets,” “code of doctrines,” 
these men are, in most cases, protesting against being bound by Scrip- 
ture. They stand for Lehrfreiheit, liberty in matters of doctrine. 
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In its last analysis this resolves itself into a conception of the Holy 
Scriptures as a mechanical work of the Holy Spirit, inerrant in 
every word and detail in their original form.”1” The Modernists 
go a step farther, several steps farther. J.M.Haldeman presents 
their position thus: “The truth is (according to Modernism) man 
of today has altogether outgrown the Bible. It may have done for 
the infant state of the human mind, but to put the rising generation 
under its clamps and chains would be to restrict the mental growth 
of the human race.” (A King’s Penknife, p. 108.) But moderns and 
Modernists are one in their protest against ascribing so much 
authority to the Bible. Whether they reject the authority of the 
Bible altogether or reject it as lodged in “book, chapter, and verse,” 
they are weaning men away from the authority of Scripture. 

Finally, the denial of Verbal Inspiration carries with it the sub- 
version of the authority of Scripture. And it is to be noted that the 
proponents of the principle “Not Scripture but Christ” invariably 
denounce the doctrine of Verbal Inspiration. Note that G. P. 
Fischer, in the passage quoted above, after speaking of the tendency 
to subordinate Scripture to “the personal Christ,” immediately adds 
the statement “The absolute inerrancy of Scriptural statements is 
no longer maintained in England and America by numerous theo- 
logians who are firmly attached to the principal doctrines of the 
evangelical system.” The reader will not ask us to prove our 
“invariably.” It is not possible that a theologian who insists that 
certain portions of the Bible must be stricken out can believe that 
the Bible is verbally inspired, inerrant throughout. But if the 
denial of Verbal Inspiration stands, the authority of Holy Scripture 
falls. Need we elaborate this? If the Bible, the words of the Bible, 
is not written by divine inspiration; if the authority of God does 
not inhere in every word of the Bible and in these very words, its 
authority is nil. 

Some do not hesitate to say that right out. Dr. Brunner, one 
of those who subordinate Scripture to “Christ,” declared before 
a gathering of alumni and students at Union Theological Sem- 
inary: “I never believe anything because Paul said it; but I don’t 
believe anything that Paul didn’t say.” The Christian Century of 
Feb. 15, 1939, which reported this, added that Dr. Brunner justified 
the apprehensions of the few Presbyterian Fundamentalists who 
have not been very happy at having this neo-orthodox Continental 
theologian teach at Princeton. The Christian Century treats the 
matter lightly, because it takes the same position as Brunner and 
cannot realize what a scandal and a crime it is for a Christian 


11) It was in discussing this article in the Quarterly that Dr. Reu 
made the statement quoted in Note 10. 
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theologian to proclaim: “I never believe anything because Paul 
said it.” So we are told concerning Bishop Aulén, Sweden, who 
“holds that faith owes its existence and growth to a ‘spirit-complex’ 
controlled by the glorified Christ,” that “it is no vital matter to him 
whether his teachings always agree with the Bible.” (See Luth. 
Companion, Feb. 9, 1939.) These men will not, as a rule, speak out 
so plainly, but every one who believes that the writings of Paul 
are not inspired in the true sense of the word and do not con- 
stitute the chief, the only, authority, will have to say: “I never 
believe anything because Paul said it.” 

These men think they are losing nothing by destroying the 
authority of Holy Scripture; for do we not retain the essential 
message of the Bible? “I don’t believe anything that Paul didn’t 
say!” And speaking of Bishop Aulén, the writer in the Lutheran 
Companion says: “For the sake of fairness it should be stated that, 
on many points, he is in full agreement with the Bible.” But if 
a man “never believes anything because Paul said it” and feels at 
liberty to cast away certain statements of Paul as chaff, he is 
facing a terrible danger. Dr. W. R. Inge, himself a pronounced 
Liberal, tells him that he is in danger of throwing away the wheat 
with the chaff. He said in a lecture: “We ought to be in a better 
position to understand the Bible; but it has been steadily losing 
ground as the center of the religious life of the English people. 
Among the educated the Bible is not much read.... We cannot 
go back to the old Bibliolatry, but an effort is to be made this year 
to revive the Bible. It will certainly be a calamity if the wheat is 
thrown away with the chaff.” So also Luthardt: “Das Dogma von 
der Inspiration loeste sich unter den Haenden der neueren Exegeten 
und Kritiker immer mehr auf. Neben der frueher verkannten und 
nun geltend gemachten menschlichen Seite der Schrift schwand 
immer mehr die goettliche.” (Luthardt-Jelke, Komp., p.118.) Ifyou 
once permit yourself to discard any portion of the Bible, what (but 
the unspeakable grace of God) will keep you from discarding all 
of it? And if you lower the authority of the Bible in any degree, 
how long will it remain an authority at all? — All is lost where men 
make light of the authority of Holy Scripture, Is. 8:20. 

But we are not losing anything, they say. Though we do not 
make Paul our authority, we still believe what Paul believed and 
taught, and we believe and teach that on a perfectly good authority. 
We have a way of knowing which are the essential truths that 
Moses and Paul taught. Apply our criterion, and you will find the 
saving truth.— Let us examine this criterion, and we shall find, 
in the second place, that the authority which they offer us is per- 
fectly useless. 


This is their criterion: “From what the New Testament shows 
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us of the manner in which Jesus revealed God to men we may 
learn something about the way in which the Bible as a whole may 
become ‘the Word of God’ to us.... When the reader has discovered 
what the writer actually said and meant, he wants to ask further, 
Is this what I am to believe about Christ? Is it true? Probably 
no one who reads this book will think that this question has the 
self-evident answer: Of course it is true, because it is in the 
Bible. ... The criterion lies within ourselves, in the response of 
our own spirit to the spirit that utters itself in Scripture.” (C.H. 
Dodd, The Authority of the Bible, concluding chapter.) Our own 
spirit must tell us what is false and what is true. W.A. Brown 
describes the criterion thus: “How can we tell what part of the 
Bible is revelation and what is setting? There is one very simple 
and effective way to do this. It is to bring everything the book 
contains into touch with the central personality in whom the story 
culminates — the Lord Jesus Christ.” (Beliefs that Matter, p. 226.) 
“Pillow your head on the Master’s bosom,” as De Witt said above; 
“seeing visions and dreaming dreams,” as Oman said; put your 
confidence in “the song, the light, the life, within your own soul,” 
as Vichert said—that is the way to arrive at the saving truth. 
It is “the spirit-wrought faith,” Schaeder told us, which “applies 
a sifting process to the Bible word and thus gets the Word of God, 
the Word of Christ.” The authority under which these men operate, 
the voice which tells them what parts of the Bible to reject, what 
parts to retain, is “Jesus,” the song of Jesus in our hearts, our own 
faith, our own spiritual judgment about divine things. 

Now, this authority, this criterion, is perfectly useless. It is 
based on the believer’s experience and judgment, on the judgment 
of a fallible human being. Forsaking the terra firma of objective 
certainties, where God has revealed the truth in definite terms, 
where the truth of God’s own word guarantees absolute certitude, 
this method of arriving at the truth sets the soul adrift on the sea 
of subjective uncertainty and unreliability. It is useless for the 
individual. The sinner is looking for the saving truth and is told 
to listen to the song in his heart. How shall he know whether it is 
the sweet voice of Jesus or the deceptive word of Satan? And 
what shall he do in the day of distress when he finds nothing in his 
heart but doubt and despair? 

And it is useless for the Church and for theology. We need to 
be sure that we are teaching all things whatsoever Jesus has com- 
manded us, Matt. 28:20. But who shall tell us which portions of 
Scripture bear the authority of Jesus and which portions are 
harmful human additions? The Bible itself has no appendix con- 
taining these two lists. So the individual believer must tell the rest 
of the believers which passage finds a response in his own spirit. 
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But other believers protest that their spirits do not respond to 
this passage. Shall then a majority vote decide the matter? Oh, no, 
says Dr. Stier, it must be a unanimous vote. Discussing our dif- 
ficulty, he says: “We must here finally consider the following. 
It is very possible, and, indeed, it very frequently happens that, 
when this standard, ‘What deals with Christ?’ is applied to Holy 
Scripture, very different results are obtained. On the strength 
of this test a certain passage will look like God’s Word to one 
more than to another. Indeed, this very thing may happen, that 
one and the same individual Christian will along these lines obtain 
at different times different results.... So it is clear that the test 
‘What deals with Christ?’ as far as and as long as applied by an 
individual Christian, cannot produce an absolutely binding result 
as to how much of Scripture is the ‘Word of God.’ The results 
obtained on these lines can only be individualistic and subjective.” 
Who, then, may here speak with authority? Dr. Stier solves the 
difficulty in this way: “The test ‘What deals with Christ?’ can 
yield objective and absolutely binding results only when applied 
by the entire body of the believers. Here we must leave the 
matter rest: whatever in Scripture has proved itself, by this 
test, to be God’s Word and in whatever degree it has thus proved 
itself, that much is, in that degree, God’s Word.” (See Theol. 
Monthly, 9, p.211.) We certainly cannot leave the matter rest 
here. We cannot wait till an ecumenical council, made up of all 
Christians, convenes, and we cannot wait till they have all agreed 
on what passages are spiritual. And if they all agreed, the 
Church would not accept their verdict. The subjective opinion 
of one Christian counts for nothing as regards the question of 
what our real Bible is to be, and a million subjective judgments, 
added together, count for just as little. The anxious Christian 
cannot entrust his salvation to the vote and decision of human 
beings. 

The Church would be in a sorry plight if she would have to 
depend on the subjective opinions of her members to establish 
how much of the Bible must be accepted. H.Sasse: “The modern 
churches have discarded the principle of the sole authority of 
Scripture. What, then, will serve as the norma normans in place 
of Scripture? Christ, they tell us. But who is ‘the Christ,’ who 
is to be found ‘by means of the Bible’? We know only that 
Christ who is found in the Bible’ for there, and only there, He 
speaks to us. Who is the judge that will tell me in cases of doubt 
where Christ speaks and where only Scripture is speaking? Have 
I not, then, set up my reason, my spiritual and moral sense, as 
the norma normans?” (Allg. Ev.-Luth. Kirchenz., Feb. 18, 1938.) 
Again: “Luther’s celebrated dictum” (misunderstood and mis- 
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applied) “that the ‘true test’ by which all Biblical books are to 
be judged is to ‘see whether they deal with Christ’ can open the 
flood-gates to a false, because altogether subjective, criticism of 
the Bible.” (Here We Stand, p. 117.) 

Up till today “the entire body of the believers” has not spoken 
on this matter. To our knowledge no ecumenical council has met 
and drawn up the required list. Up till now the theologians have 
not reached a unanimous decision on this point. “Those who reject 
the church doctrine of inspiration in favor of some lowered form 
have never been able to agree among themselves as to which parts 
of the Bible are inspired and which are not, or as to what extent 
any part is inspired.” (L. Boettner, The Inspiration of the Scrip- 
tures, p. 82.) 

Do not trust those who offer to fix you up a list of passages 
which constitute the real Bible. Even if all theologians had agreed 
on such a list, Luther would say: “Sie fuehren mich auf einen 
Affenschwanz.” He said that (III, p. 1693) with reference to the 
enthusiasts who denied the efficacy of the means of grace, and he 
will say it to the modern enthusiasts who offer to fix us up a good 
Bible on the authority of their spirits’ response to the spirit that 
utters itself in Scripture. Are you going to entrust your spiritual 
safety to the subjective opinions of men? 12) 

And then, when they offer us their list, — which we could not 


accept in any case, — they tell us that what they offer us is useless. 
The list contains John 3:16 and the related passages. But asking 
us to study John 3:16 and the other passages, they warn us that 
these words are not inspired. Only their spiritual sense is in- 
spired. You cannot rely on what the bare words seem to say; 
the deep insight of the theologian and the spiritual vision of the 
believer must be set to work to uncover their real sense. What 


12) Dr. A.J. Traver is absolutely right when he writes in The Lu- 
theran of May 10: “Lutherans have not been satisfied with the statement 
that the Bible contains the Word of God. ... It might mean that the 
Bible contained a great deal that was error. Then it would mean that 
we would have to select the true from the false in the Bible, a most 
dangerous liberty. Naturally we would be influenced by our own de- 
sires. We would accept what we wanted to accept and reject what we 
did not want.” But this terrible situation would arise if Dr. Traver were 
right in what he says in the very next paragraph: “The Bible is” (italics 
in original) “the Word of God in the statement of our faith. It is true in 
all matters that pertain to religion” (our italics). “It is not a text for 
biology or for chemistry. It knows nothing of electricity or of airplanes. 
There is no reason that it should. These are matters for the investigation 
and discovery of the human mind. But man, by his own wisdom, can- 
not know God. The Bible is the revelation of God to us; the gracious 
gift of salvation comes to us through the Bible. The Holy Spirit Himself 
comes through its pages to help us to believe. The center of the Bible 
is Jesus Christ. Every part of the Bible is tested by its relationship to 
Him.” Who shall make the test? 
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did Baumgaertel tell us? The letter, the Wortlaut, of Scripture 
is of secondary importance; what counts is the whole of Scripture. 
H. Wheeler Robinson tells us: “The confident appeal to the Scrip- 
tures as affording an infallible direction of faith and conduct is 
made impossible if that is sought in the letter” (italics by author) 
“of the Word of God to men. But that is a gain rather than a 
loss... . We may confidently claim that the fuller recognition 
of the principle of mediation, by throwing us back on the inner 
content of the revelation instead of its literary expression and 
record” (italics ours), “is part of the unceasing providence of God 
over His people” (The Chr. Experience of the Holy Spirit, p. 175). 
Disabuse yourself of the idea that it is an easy matter to establish 
the articles of the Christian faith. John 3:16 in itself proves 
nothing. Somebody will first have to demonstrate what “the inner 
content of the revelation” here given is. The “literary expression” 
may be faulty, since that was formulated by the human medium 
John. Luthardt warns us that it is not easy to find out what God 
really revealed. First the theologians must construct das Schrift- 
ganze, and that they get by making Christ, not Scripture, the 
foundation of faith. And to become authoritative, “three factors 
must be added to ‘the whole of Scripture’: Scripture, the Church, 
and the believing subject.” (See Lehre und Wehre, 31, p. 277.) 
We need Scripture; that is true. We need John 3:16. But only 
after the Church has spoken on this passage, and only after the 
believer has dug through the shell of the words of this passage 
and discovered its “inner content,” only then can we know what 
God has revealed. 

If this criterion, the subjective feeling of man, must decide, 
the Church and the individual Christian will never know the 
truth. There are those who tell you that they cannot feel that the 
imprecatory psalms reveal a spiritual truth. How many will vote 
their way? Others say that the doctrine of eternal damnation is 
not a godly doctrine. Shall their feeling decide the matter? Others 
tell us that they abhor the doctrine of the vicarious atonement. 
And when we tell them that according to God’s revelation “God 
made Him to be sin for us, who knew no sin” (2 Cor. 5:21), they 
will tell us that that is only the literary expression of a truth 
which is far different from what the clumsy words of St. Paul 
seem to indicate. — The Church certainly would never know what 
things Jesus commanded her to teach if God had authorized the 
theologians to set up their spiritual insight as the arbiter of 
doctrine. Such a method is perfectly useless. 

And what a wicked thing it is! How these men are puffed up 
with self-conceit! Going back of the letter to find the true mean- 
ing, they set themselves above the Holy Spirit, who revealed: the 
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truth in these very words and letters. “And this is the old devil 
and old serpent, who also converted Adam and Eve into enthusiasts 
and led them from the outward Word of God to spiritualizing and 
self-conceit.” And when Luther adds (Smale. Art., Trigl., p. 495): 
“Just as also our enthusiasts [at the present day] condemn the 
outward Word,” we add: That is exactly what they are doing at 
this present day, setting themselves above Scripture. Luther’s 
words apply today: “I had the last year, and have still, a sharp 
warfare with those fanatics who subject the Scripture to their own 
boasted spirit.... By means of this saying, ‘The Scriptures are 
obscure,’ a set of impious men have exalted themselves above the 
Scriptures themselves, .. . till at length we are compelled to be- 
lieve and teach nothing but the dreams of men that are mad.” 
(XVIII, p.1741.) Again, this self-conceit is a form of idolatry, 
self-idolatry. They set themselves above Scripture, the Word 
of God! And they ask us to trust their word more than the 
written Word of God — to commit the sin of idolatry. “Sie suchen 
ihre eigene Tyrannei, dass sie uns moegen aus der Schrift fuehren, 
den Glauben verdunkeln, sich selbst ueber die Eier setzen und 
unser Abgott werden.” (Luther, V, p.336.) They are ever speak- 
ing of “Bibliolatry.” What sort of idolatry are they committing 
and leading others to commit? And, worst of all, they rob the 
Church of the certainty of doctrine, and the Christian of the 
assurance of faith. Happy is the preacher who, preaching on any 
text of Scripture, can confidently say: “Haec dixit Dominus,” }® 
and his hearers will bless him. The anxious sinner needs the as- 
surance which only God’s own Word can give. It is making sport 
of him to say: Haec dicit Thomas Muenzer. 

The men with whom we are dealing will resent the charge 
that they are foisting their own authority on the Church. They 
protest that their motto is: Haec dicit Iesus Christus. However, 
their own statements, as quoted in the preceding paragraphs, show 
that they are operating under their own authority, the authority 
of their spiritual sense and the like. And as to the claim that they 
make much, make everything, of the authority of Jesus, we shall 
show, in the third place, that they reject the authority of Jesus. 

They do this first, by rejecting Scripture as the sole, the final, 
authority. For the authority of Jesus in the realm of grace is 
lodged exclusively in Scripture. What Jesus would here tell us, 
He tells nowhere but in Scripture. “Through their word,” through 
the word of the apostles, written down in Scripture, men come to 


13) Luther: “The preacher should boldly say with St. Paul and all 
apostles and prophets: Haec dixit Dominus, God Himself has said this. 
Et iterum: I have been an apostle and prophet of Jesus Christ in this 
preachment.... For it is God’s Word, not mine” (XVII, p. 1343 f.). 
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faith and are kept in faith, John 17:20. Study again the passages 
listed under I, and you will not fall prey to the delusion that 
Jesus speaks to men outside of Scripture. Why do you believe 
that Jesus is the Son of God, the Savior of the world? Because 
Jesus appeared to you somewhere, somehow, and gave you that 
assurance? No; only because of the words written in John 1. 
Sasse is absolutely right: “We know only that Christ who is 
found in the Bible, for there, and only there, He speaks to us.” 
Luther is absolutely right: “Outside of His Word and without His 
Word we know of no Christ, much less of Christ’s thoughts.” 
(XVII, p. 2015.) “Wenn ich ohne das Wort bin, nicht daran denke, 
noch damit umgehe, so ist kein Christus daheim.” (VIII, p. 749. See 
also XI, pp. 453, 455, quoted above.) Assuredly, Christ is the chief 
Corner-stone, Eph. 2:20. But if you would build on Him, you must 
build yourself “upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets,” 
Eph. 2:20. “He that shoves the word of the apostles and prophets 
aside does not place himself on Christ, the Corner-stone, but setzt 
sich daneben.” (Pieper, I, p.141.) The Presbyterian says the 
same. It is heartening to find that, while so many Lutherans have 
accepted the extra-Enthusiasticum of Zwingli and Calvin, this Re- 
formed writer takes the position of Luther: “All current discus- 
sions relate more or less directly to that fundamental question: 
Have we an objective, authoritative norm of truth or have we not? 
Is there given us a revelation of truth which we can use as an 
infallible rule of faith and practise, or are we to grope on without 
such a final authority? Some will say with emphasis that we have 
Christ, who is the standard by which all must be measured. We 
accept that statement with this addendum, that except for the 
Bible we cannot know Christ nor understand Him, even partially, 
if we should get some knowledge of Him.” (See Pastor’s Monthly, 
1932, p.115.) Christ deals with us only through Scripture, and 
those who claim to hear His voice more distinctly and more effec- 
tively in visions or in their “experience” are dealing with a chi- 
merical Christ. Standing for the principle “Not Scripture but 
Christ,” they are rejecting the authority of Christ. 

Furthermore, when they set up the principle that only those 
portions of Scripture are authoritative which “deal with Christ,” 
that only the Gospel-truths are inspired, and that all the rest 
represents the judgment of fallible men, they repudiate the 
authority of Jesus. Jesus did not set up that principle. Jesus did 
not give them the right to go through the Bible and clear out what 
they consider to be the rubbish and noxious weeds. On the con- 
trary, He expressly forbids this. He has solemnly warned all men 
against annulling, striking out, any statement, any word of Scrip- 
ture, John 10:35. He has declared through His apostle that all 
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Scripture is given by inspiration. And when these men still insist 
that great portions of Scripture are made up of trifles and chaff 
and filth, they are flying in the face of Jesus and renouncing His 
authority. 

Finally the principle “Not Scripture but Christ” renounces the 
authority of Christ because it involves the repudiation of the teach- 
ing of Christ. When men apply the sifting process to the Bible and 
accept as authoritative and profitable only that which appeals to 
their spiritual sense and Christlike mind and, in line with this, base 
their faith not on the written word of promise but on the impression 
which Christ in person makes upon them, they are founding their 
salvation upon something in themselves. That goes directly against 
the teaching of Christ, who bids us to trust solely in the Word; 
and it goes against the teaching of Christ in yet another way, against 
the very heart of the teaching of Christ. This is what happens, 
in the words of Dr. Pieper: “In so far as the consistent Reformed 
theologians speak of an immediate activity of the Holy Ghost, 
revealing the saving truth and effecting salvation outside of the 
means of grace, and the modern Lutherans would have faith 
founded on ‘the person of Christ,’ ‘the historical reality of Christ,’ 
instead of basing it solely on the forgiveness of sins, offered in the 
word of the Gospel, they base justification on the gratia infusa and 
find themselves, as regards the doctrine of justification, in the 
Romish camp” (II, p.613). Many of them will, by the grace of 
God, still trust in the Gospel-promise in spite of their principle. 
But others are consistent, and while some of them do not come 
out in the open, many speak the Romish language fluently. The 
system drives irresistibly in the direction of salvation by the gratia 
infusa. The opinio legis inheres in human nature; and if a man 
makes his spiritual sense his guide, his choice of the Gospel- 
passages in Scripture and his interpretation of them will have the 
legalistic bias. And if he is not satisfied with the bare promise of 
the Gospel, he will make his experience, his spiritual impressions, 
his feeling of elation, and the like the basis of his hope of salvation. 
That is the gratia infusa of which Dr. Pieper speaks. And this evil 
leaven keeps working. Under the influence of the ingrained opinio 
legis he can in the end see nothing but ethical teachings in the 
Bible and cannot help putting a legalistic sense in the plainest 
Gospel-passages. Here are a few statements to the point — and 
all who say: “Not Holy Scripture but Christ!” would make similar 
statements if they applied their system consistently. W. Hermann: 
“That Jesus Christ has the power to redeem us can only mean 
that our present experience of the reality of his person convinces 
us, as nothing else does, that God will accept us.... The funda- 
mental thought of Jesus’ Gospel is that it is in God’s rule in our 
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hearts that our salvation consists.” (Syst. Theol., p.115.) . Gratia 
infusa! Shailer Mathews, who on page 1 of his book The Church 
and the Christian rails against those who “make the Bible the sole 
authoritative revelation of truth” and insists on page 74 on “the 
centrality of Jesus,” speaks up on page 73 for those “churches that 
seek to perform their religious function by making the example 
and teaching of Jesus their final moral idealism,” and proclaims on 
page 105: “What the world requires of the churches is not a 
revival of fourth-century Christology but the impregnation of 
economic and political processes with love. Only then will Jesus 
have given meaning to their function. If Christians are to be in- 
terested in helping make a better world, the churches must make 
theology secondary to morality embodying the spirit of Jesus.” 
(Italics ours.) Miles H.Krumbine deplores the fact that in the 
modern world “Jesus has lost His authority.... Candidly, to revert 
to Shailer Mathews’s phrase, it is the Gospel of Jesus we have 
wearied of.” And then he states: “The one thing we know def- 
initely about Jesus is His ethical teaching.” (Ways of Believing, 
pp. 68, 71.) Ethics— that is the sum and substance of the Gospel 
that Jesus preached! Why does faith justify, according to R. Jelke? 
Not simply because the sinner appropriates the vicarious satisfac- 
tion but because “that which Christ performed is reproduced in him 
(the believer) potentially, ethically” (“dass sich in ihm das von 
Christo Geleistete potenziell, ethisch wiederholt”). (Die Grund- 
dogmen des Christentums, p. 64.) J.G. Machen says on this point: 
“We reject as our standard what is wrongly called ‘the teaching of 
Jesus.’... What is the underlying notion of those who make what 
they call the teaching of Jesus their authority instead of the Bible? 
I am afraid this question is not hard to answer. It is the notion 
that Jesus was primarily a teacher, that we honor Him because 
by His word and by His example He taught us how to practise 
the same type of religion as that which He practised. ... Jesus 
came not just to teach us true general principles of religion and 
ethics but to redeem us from sin by His death upon the cross. . 

Thus we reject this notion that the teaching of Jesus as distin- 
guished from the Bible is the seat of authority. It is profoundly 
dishonoring to the teaching of Jesus itself. It degrades Jesus to 
the level of a mere religious teacher, the founder of one of the 
world’s religions.” (The Christian Faith in the Modern World, 
p. 79f.) Machen is speaking of extreme cases, of men who use 
extreme language. But all who would have Jesus take the place 
of Scripture and would choose out of Scripture what suits their 
spiritual sense, say the same in principle. Guided by their reason, 
they interpret what they experience or what they read in Scripture 
in such a way as to make Christianity a law-religion. Ostensibly 
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exalting the authority of Christ, they go straightly against His 
teaching and directly renounce His authority. 

They lose everything, the Bible as the sure authority for doc- 
trine, and Christ, as the sure foundation of faith. And as to their 
sneering question: Are you willing to base your faith on a mere 
book? we answer: We are not ashamed to go to a book, when that 
book brings us Christ. Luther was not ashamed of his book- 
religion. He thought highly of the despised “letter.” “Today, too, 
roving spirits are clinging to the illusion and demanding that God 
must do something special in their case and deal with them through 
a special light and secret revelation in the heart and thus give the 
Holy Spirit, as though they needed no letter, Scripture, or external 
preaching. Therefore we must know that God has established this 
order: No one shall come to the knowledge of Christ nor obtain 
the forgiveness gained by Him or the Holy Ghost except through 
external means.” (XI, p.1735.) Pay no attention to their cry that 
this insistence on the letter and this reliance on the promise as 
written in Scripture can produce only a mere intellectual con- 
viction, devoid of life, fervor, and Spirit. You know better. “When 
I am without the Word, do not think of it nor deal with it, no 
Christ is there and no zest, no spirit. But as soon as I take up 
a psalm or passage of Scripture, it shines and burns into the heart 
and puts me into a different mind and mood.” (Luther, VIII, 749.) 

TH. ENGELDER 





4-4» 
<-—vc,r 


The False Arguments for the Modern Theory 
of Open Questions 


A Translation of Dr. C. F. W. Walther’s Article Entitled “Die falschen 
Stuetzen der modernen Theorie von den offenen Fragen,” 
Lehre und Wehre, XIV (1868) 

(Continued) 


The assumption of a successive origin of dogmas through so- 
called decisions of the Church, by which some men seek to uphold 
the modern theory of open questions, militates, in the second place, 
against the relationship existing between Scripture and Christian 
faith. Besides its clarity, which should enable every one to com- 
prehend its articles of faith, and, furthermore, its power to generate 
faith in those articles, Scripture possesses 1) perfection or suf- 
ficiency, i. e., the attribute of containing and presenting in clear and 
convincing words all the dogmas which one must know and believe 
in order to be saved; and 2) canonical, normative authority, ac- 
cording to which it alone decides whether a certain dogma is truly 
Christian or not. Scripture, in short, is the only criterion for de- 
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termining the Christian religion and theology, the only source of 
Christian truth from which we can actually draw reliable facts, 
the only rule and norm of all faith and life, and the supreme judge, 
rendering the final decision in all controversies on any points 
of faith. 

No special proof is necessary for these statements among those 
who want to be true Protestants. But the Scriptural principle 
mentioned above is unequivocably rejected by all those modern 
theologians who claim that dogmas are gradually formulated and 
finally established by the unanimous consent and decisions of the 
Church. Their opinion is that, as long as the Church has not yet 
definitely spoken, certain dogmas cannot be considered as con- 
clusively settled, because they are “still pending and unfinished,” 
“still in a nascent stage,” “not yet fundamental doctrines,” “for 
the time being only private and individual points of view which 
in themselves may be well-founded Christian convictions and the 
current results of conscientious and faithful Bible-study,” and con- 
sequently “differing opinions and convictions are not only unavoid- 
able but also justified and permissible, since the question regarding 
their Scripturalness is still undecided.” Therefore, they say, since 
these dogmas are still “open questions,” every one must have the 
privilege of exercising his “permissible ecclesiastical freedom” 
therein, or “perhaps it would be better to exclude altogether from 
the Christian pulpit those points which are most in dispute.” 

From their point of view, then, any one has the liberty to accept 
or reject what God has revealed and decided in His Word as long 
as the Church has not yet spoken and rendered her decision; but 
as soon as the Church has spoken, all liberty has come to an end! 

This hypothesis fills every Christian with consternation, be- 
cause he not only believes that the Bible contains the Word of God, 
but that the Bible is the Word of God and because he clearly dis- 
cerns the destructive consequences which accompany the theory 
under consideration. This hypothesis is also diametrically opposed 
to the perspicuity, power, perfection, canonicity, and authority of 
Holy Writ. Scripture calls itself a light, a lamp, the sure testimony 
of the Lord, making wise the simple, 2 Pet. 1:19; Ps. 119:105; 19:8. 
It declares itself to be quick and powerful and sharper than any 
two-edged sword, Heb. 4:12. The apostle testifies that the Holy 
Scriptures make one wise unto salvation and thoroughly furnish 
the man of God unto all good works, 2'Tim.3:15-17. Scripture 
lays a curse upon those who add or detract anything from it, Deut. 
4:2; Rev. 22:18,19. God through the prophet calls to those who 
consult the dead: “To the Law and the Testimony! If they speak 
not according to this Word, it is because there is no light in them,” 
Is. 8:20. Christ causes Abraham to answer the petition of the rich 
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man in hell with the words “They have Moses and the Prophets; 
let them hear them. If they hear not Moses and the Prophets, 
neither will they be persuaded though one rose from the dead,” 
Luke 16:29,31. The apostle writes at the close of his doctrinal 
discussion: “And as many as walk according to this rule, peace 
be on them and mercy, and upon the Israel of God,” Gal. 6:16. 
Scripture speaks of itself as the river of the city of God which is 
full of water. Ps. 46:4; 65:9.— Against all these powerful divine 
testimonies the theory according to which dogmas are built up 
gradually through decisions of the Church rises in opposition. 
It substitutes the Church for Scripture, man and his decision for 
God and the divine decision. And this substitution surrenders the 
foremost principle of true Protestantism and adopts the principle 
of the antichristian Papacy, with all its errors and abominations, as 
the foundation of our Church. 

But thanks be to God! Our Church has definitely rejected that 
theory thetically and antithetically both in its public Confessions 
and in the private writings of its faithful servants. 

Our Church, accordingly, begins her confession in the Formula 
of Concord with the following words: “We believe, teach, and 
confess that the sole rule and standard according to which all 
dogmas together with (all) teachers should be estimated and 
judged are the prophetic and apostolic Scriptures of the Old and 
of the New Testament alone, as it is written, Ps.119:105: ‘Thy 
Word is a lamp unto my feet and a light unto my path.’ And 
St.Paul: ‘Though an angel from heaven preach any other gospel 
unto you, let him be accursed,’ Gal.1:8. Other writings, however, 
of ancient or modern teachers, whatever name they bear, must 
not be regarded as equal to the Holy Scriptures but all of them 
together be subjected to them, and should not be received otherwise 
or further than as witnesses, [which are to show] in what manner 
after the time of the apostles, and at what places, this (pure) doc- 
trine of the prophets and apostles was preserved.” (Trigl., p. 777.) — 
The Thorough Declaration calls Scripture “the pure, clear fountain 
of Israel” (Trigl., p. 851).—In the Smalcald Articles the confession 
of our Church reads as follows: “For it will not do to frame articles 
of faith from the works or words of the holy Fathers. ... The 
rule is: The Word of God shall establish articles of faith, and no 
one else, not even an angel.” (Trigl., p. 467.) These pronounce- 
ments of our Church openly and solemnly reject the theory that 
in addition to Scripture the Church also is a source of Christian 
dogmas, i. e., that certain doctrines are open questions as long as 
the Church has not uttered her decisive voice, but become dogmas 
binding upon heart and conscience when the Church has rendered 
her decision. If this supposition and procedure were correct, then 
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articles of faith would be established not only by the Word of God 
but also by the Church. 

In the following words Luther gives expression to the voice 
of our Church on the right of establishing articles of faith through 
councils or otherwise: “The Christian Church has no power to set 
up any article of faith; she has never done so and will never at- 
tempt it. All articles of faith are revealed in Holy Scripture, 
making it unnecessary for man to add some supplements. The 
Christian Church has no power to decree articles of faith like a 
judge or a supreme authority; she has never yet done so and will 
never attempt it.” (Article on the Power of the Christian Church, 
A.D. 1530, beginning with the following introductory sentence: 
“Dr. M. Luther, pastor of the holy church in Wittenberg, is ready 
to defend the following points against the whole satanic brood 
and all the gates of hell,” XIX:958.) On the power of the Church 
assembled in councils Luther furthermore wrote: “In the first 
place, a church council has no power to set up new articles of 
faith, in spite of the fact that the Holy Spirit is present in the 
sessions. Even the Apostolic Council in Jerusalem (Acts 15:11) 
established no new article of faith; St. Peter merely pointed out 
the fact that all their forefathers had also believed this same 
article — salvation alone through the grace of Christ without the 
works of the Law. In the second place, a Church council has the 
power and the duty to suppress and condemn new articles of faith 
according to the will of God in Holy Writ and the example of the 
faithful fathers.” (Essay on Councils and Churches, A.D. 1539, 
XVI:2250.) All true servants of our Church follow Luther in 
this judgment. Thus Baier, one of the later servants of our 
Church, says: “It is manifest that the work of councils does not 
consist in establishing new dogmas, but in expounding, confirming, 
and defending the revealed dogmas in clear, idiomatic speech.” 
(Com. Th. Posit., II, 13, 31.) 

Ancient councils, indeed, at times adopted the phraseology of 
the Apostolic Council: “It seemed good to the Holy Ghost and 
to us” (Acts 15:28), but J. Dan. Arcularius has written correctly: 
“Although the words ‘The Holy Spirit has passed judgment in this 
question,’ etc., have been used repeatedly in many councils and 
confessions of faith, yet our Church has never used these words, 
neither in the Augsburg Confession nor in the Thorough Declara- 
tion; she has always cited the words of Scripture, because they 
are the foundation upon which her doctrine rests.” (The Unbiased 
Confession of Faith, etc., 1692, p.131f.) Therefore Dannhauer, 
who refers to Arcularius on this question, expressed himself in the 
following manner: “Athanasius says: ‘In the question concerning 
the celebration of Easter the Nicene Fathers did not hesitate to 
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add: “We have decided [visum est], that all ought to submit them- 
selves”; but in regard to faith they did not write: “We have de- 
cided”; but: “The Catholic Church believes.”’ And therefore 
the deciding authority of councils is not that of a judge but that of 
a servant in points of faith which can be contradicted by a single 
Paphnutius if he teaches something on the basis of Scripture which 
is more correct.” (Christeis. Proth., p. 94.) 

In like manner our Church has always consistently refused to 
consider the demand that it should wait for the “decision” of a 
council or of the Church before it accepts or rejects any point in 
an article of faith. Therefore Luther wrote: “This is a strong 
argument which disconcerts many. They know our doctrine is 
right and are unable to advance anything against it. Yet they 
stand before us like an old horse and say nothing more than: 
‘The holy Christian Church has not yet passed judgment upon it 
and approved it.’ With the words ‘Christian Church’ they arrest 
the attention of both the simple-minded and the conceited... . 
‘How is this?’ they say; ‘the Christian Church has not yet passed 
her decision; Christendom has not yet spoken’; and then they wait 
for councils and diets, where the doctors assemble, deliberate, and 
draw their conclusions. As long as this procedure is not followed, 
they remain neutral. Now both the foolish and the ‘wise’ deter- 
mine to wait until the Christian Church has come to some con- 
clusion; for one man is speaking this way, another otherwise; 
the Christian Church is still undecided; we want to continue in 
the faith of our fathers until a conclusion is reached as to what 
is right; and then they turn up their noses at the simple-minded. 
We do not deny, for instance, that Jesus was to come out of 
Bethlehem, but for that reason we do not say that He was not to 
come out of Galilee, John 7:40-43. Furthermore, this also is true: 
Whoever is not in the Christian Church and teaches doctrines not 
acceptable to the Church is a false preacher through and through. 
. .. But when they say they desire to wait until the Church has 
uttered her voice, let the devil do the waiting; I shall not tarry 
that long. For the Christian Church has already decided every- 
thing. ... This deciding is not accomplished through some out- 
ward assembly. There is a spiritual council, and no convention 
of men is necessary for that. We may hold a council to decide how 
we should fast and pray, how we should clothe ourselves, how 
articles of faith are correctly confirmed and confessed, or how other 
questions should be judged, as was done in the Council of Nicaea. 
But no council is necessary to decide whether the Christian doc- 
trine is right. I say I accept Baptism and the Sacrament of the 
Altar and believe that the Gospel is true and holy. Should some 
one reply: Well, your faith is wrong, then trouble begins. There- 
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fore a spiritual council is necessary that my brother may believe 
as I believe and preach, that all Christians everywhere may have 
the same faith and be united.... The Christian Church is not an 
assemblage of bishops’ and cardinals’ hats. Such a concourse may 
be or may grow into a council, but it is not the Christian Church. 
For the Church cannot be gathered into one locality; she is scat- 
tered throughout the whole world. She believes as I believe; and 
I believe as she believes. There is nothing conflicting or dissimilar 
in our belief.... Let this be your attitude: If you want to be 
the true Church and bear her precious name, give this proper proof 
thereof: teach doctrine correctly, as “he holy Christian Church 
teaches it; live as she lives; give evidence of your faith and the 
fruit of faith; prove that you are the Christian Church.” Luther 
accordingly says that a doctrine does not become certain through 
the decision of the Church; but when the Church passes a correct 
decision, then it becomes certain that she is the true Church. 
Christians indeed believe the Church as a ministering judge, but 
only as a judge that examines and confirms, not as one that hands 
down decrees by virtue of his office or authority. (On John 7: 
40-44, VIII: 97-102.) 

The following words are also from Luther’s pen: “A saying 
is the Word of God not because it is proclaimed by the Church, 
but because the Word of God is proclaimed, therefore there exists 
the Church. The Church does not create the Word, but is made 
through the Word. The presence of the Word of God in any 
locality is a sure sign of the existence of the Church in that place. 
So St. Paul writes in 1 Cor. 14:24,25: ... ‘just as an unbeliever 
prostrates himself and confesses that God is truly present because 
he hears them prophesying.’ Not the Church but the Word of God 
has moved him, whereby he has been overcome and judged.” 
(On the Abuse of the Mass, A.D. 1521. XIX:1081.) Again, in 
regard to waiting for the decision of the Church Luther wrote as 
follows: “Who in the mean time is preaching to the Christians, 
while the schism is being adjusted and settled? Yes, it is easy to 
juggle with councils and the Fathers when one fools around with 
letters of the alphabet or constantly postpones a council, as has 
been done for the past twenty years, and has no thought for the 
souls that should be fed with reliable doctrine, as Christ says in 
John 21:6: Pasce oves meas.” (Article on Councils and Churches, 
A. D. 1539, XVI: 2178.) Some indeed answer that the controverted 
doctrines, or “at least those points which are most in dispute, had 
better be excluded altogether from proclamation in the Christian 
pulpit.” What prudent advice! What, then, “happens to the souls 
that one should feed with reliable doctrine?” Or has God perhaps 
revealed unnecessary things? Indeed, is certainty on any point 
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of faith an unnecessary thing when a controversy has arisen and 
consciences are disturbed over those points? “Good consciences,” 
says the Apology of the Augsburg Confession, “are crying out for 
the truth and sound instruction from the Word of God; and for 
them death is not so bitter as doubt in some point of faith.” (Of 
Confession and Satisfaction, Trigl., p. 290, 32.) “But it is likely 
that there are many in many places who waver concerning matters 
of no light importance and yet do not hear such teachers as are 
able to heal their consciences.” (Trigl., p. 291, 33.) God preserve 
us from such a perpetual “interim” which some men would bring 
upon our Church today through such principles! 

Just one more testimony from our beloved Luther. In the 
introduction to a sermon by Guettel, in 1541, he wrote as follows: 
“Guettel is writing against the exspectantes, i.e., those who are 
waiting for a council. They may be wise and prudent people who 
thus wait and stake their salvation upon some human ordinance, 
but they are fulfilling the proverb: A wise man will not commit 
a small folly; or they must be entirely ignorant and inexperienced 
concerning the Christian faith, not being able to discern the wide 
difference between the Word of God and the word of man. I would, 
however, not fault them for this, because up to the present time 
the world, deceived by the Pope, was forced to believe that decrees 
of councils were just as valid as, yes, even more valid than, the 
Word of God, which (thank God) at the present time not even the 
ducks and the geese, the mice and the lice, among us would believe 
if it were possible for them to believe something. But he who does 
not hear anything cannot learn anything, and he who cannot or 
will not hear cannot or will not learn and know. Such exspectantes 
we commend to the mercy of God.” (XIV:392.) 

Dannhauer therefore classifies the practise of the Roman Cath- 
olic Church as conservative syncretism because it permits freedom 
in non decisis, i.e., freedom in points not yet decided by the 
Church. Gerhard declares this practise to be skepticism. The 
statement of the Jesuit Dillinger “Just as in the days of the most 
ancient Fathers, so today in the interest of unity of faith and peace 
differing opinions are permissible in those points of religion which 
the Church has not yet defined as long as every one is ready to 
submit himself to the judgment of the Church” is answered by 
Gerhard as follows: “What absurdity! Since the Pope can establish 
new articles of faith, the papists can never be certain about dogmas, 
but must always remain skeptics. ... According to Bellarmin’s 
admission the Church cannot make any book canonical, but only 
declare it to be canonical. In like manner an opinion is heretical 
even when no ‘decision’ has confirmed it. ... The certainty of 
dogmas does not depend on the judgment of the Church, but on 


38 
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the divine revelation in Holy Writ, a fact which Christ and the 
apostles ever hold before our eyes.... The certainty of Holy Writ 
disappears if its statements must first be confirmed by the decrees 
of the Church. Then also all means of sound Bible interpretation 
which have been employed with great success by the entire Church 
are surrendered and cast overboard.” (Consideratio Quarund. 
Quaestt., etc. Jenae, 1631, p. 1.) 

It is indeed true that our Church, together with the Roman 
Church, has always denied the validity of a private interpretation 
of Scripture, but each Church in an entirely different sense. In the 
Roman Church a private interpretation is that of an unofficial in- 
dividual, and the correct interpretation is that which has been ap- 
proved by the Church in her public decrees. But our Church con- 
siders that interpretation private which, according to 2 Pet. 1:20, 
rests on human reason and biased points of view; for when the 
apostle says “that no prophecy of the Scripture is of any private 
interpretation” (idiacs émAvoews od yivetar; Vulgate: propria inter- 
pretatione non fit), he does not mean to say that the official inter- 
pretation of the Church is the correct one, but rather that an inter- 
pretation is acceptable only then when it corresponds with the 
intention of the Holy Spirit, who inspired the holy writers. There- 
fore Kromayer wrote as follows: “We must give a more ready 
ear to a plain layman when he adduces Scripture than to a whole 
council which takes a stand contrary to Scripture. We must be 
more ready to believe Mary, the eye-witness, than the deceitful 
crowd of Jews. For the fact that a multitude of persons errs does 
not make the error right. In Ex. 23:2 God gave the command 
“Thou shalt not follow a multitude to do evil” (i.e., when it has 
deviated from the straight path of truth). Hence, we must pay 
more attention to the principle upon which a man bases his support 
for a certain truth than to the person speaking and writing. Even 
though a whole council expounded Scripture contrary to the in- 
tention of one of the holy writers, we should look upon such an 
exposition as a private interpretation, 2 Pet.1:20. Consequently, 
mere private opinion which offers biased Bible interpretation is 
rejected, not the exposition of a private individual who permits 
Scripture to interpret itself. In the Nicene Council the contention 
of one man, Bishop Paphnutius, prevailed, for he defended the right 
of the clergy to marry, although the sentiment of the council had 
been against it.” 

May God graciously prevent that modern theology, having 
originated in our old fatherland, gain ground among us! Let us be 
on our guard against it, because it makes the validity of a doctrine 
as a Christian dogma depend on the decree of the Church. In doing 
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so, this theology has placed itself on the same level with the 
Roman Catholic Church. 

In our next article we shall refute the position of the Dorpat 
theologians, who claim that “even the most well-founded Christian 
conviction and current result of conscientious and faithful Bible- 
study” cannot be considered “dogmas of the Church” before the 
Church has given her authoritative voice. That this distinction 
between Biblical and ecclesiastical dogmas is untenable will be 
our topic next time. 

Oak Glen, II. Atex. W. C. GuEBERT, translator 


(To be continued) 
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Kleine Prophetenitudien 


Qu den legten giwei Yahrgangen diefer Beitfdhrift jind feds fleine 
GHefefielftudien und ebenfo viele fleine Danielftudien erfdienen. Die 
Wbficht diefer durch den RaumZwang einer Beitfdhrift naturgemaf be- 
fdjranften Wrtifel mar bejonders, die Lefer gum Studium diefer in 
mander Oinficht fdhtwierigen prophetifden Biicher zu veranlafjen und 
ifnen dabei eine Meine Handreichung zu tun; denn dies ijt doch die groke 
Hauptiade bei unfern theologifden Studien, dag wir immer bejffer und 
tiefer eindringen in die tounderbaren Schabe deS etwigen Gottestwortes. 
Bugleich aber Hatten wir dabei die Whficht, Den Tragern des WAmtes ettvas 
gu dienen, tenn fie Das cine oder andere Buch auch ihrer Gemeinde ent- 
tweder Durch Predigten oder in Vibelflafjen naberbringen modhten. Wuch 
die Serie der fleinen Danieljtudien hat uns ebenjo wie friither diejenige 
iiber Sefefiel cine Anzahl Briefe eingetragen, aus denen hervorgebht, 
dak den Amtsbritdern nicht nur fiir ihr Privatitudium der Heiligen 
Schrift, fondern gerade auch fitr die praftijde Veriwertung ein wenig 
gedient tworden ift. Go fchreibt ein Paftor, der fcjon iiber viergig Yahre 
im Wmte fteht: ,,Die einen Danielftudien find mir den gangen Gommer 
durch dDen Kopf gegangen. ... Bch babe fie nicht nur gelefen, fondern 
durchftudiert [und] habe fiinf deutjde und vier englijche Predigten iiber 
Daniel ausgearbeitet und gehalten. Cine iiberaus freundlide und er- 
fenntnisreiche Frau meiner Gemeinde fagte mir fiirglich, ,.Oerr Paftor, 
wwarum madjen Gie fich folie Miihe im heifen Sommer?’ Meine Ant- 
wort [autete: ,Die Leute, die im heigen Gommer zum Gottesdienjt fom- 
men, find e3 wert, Daf ihnen dad BVefte geboten wird.” Und ein anderer 
Paftor, der ettwa gwangig Jahre im Amte ijt und regelmakig mit einer 
Vibelflaffe befondere biblijehe Studien treibt, fdrieb daritber: “I like 
to do my own work on my Bible-class presentations, and this is just 
the sort of material that fits in with my plans. I am going to use 
this series in the fall.” 

Diefe und abhnlicde Bufdriften betwegen un3, wieder eine foldhe 
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Reihe {einer prophetijder Studien in diefer Beitfdrift gu verdffentlicjen, 
und unjere Wah! fallt diesmal auf einige der alteren fogenannten fleinen 
Propheten, nicht weil fie befondere Schwierigfeiten atten, tie dies bei 
Hefefiel und Daniel der Fall ijt, fondern weil fie getwiffermafen cine 
Gruppe bilden und fich aus ihnen die Anfange und die Entividlung der 
prophetijden Tatigfeit in BSsrael und ihrer bon Gott gum beftandigen 
Gebraud und Nugen feiner Kirde beftimmten fdriftliden Firierung er- 
fennen lajfen. Wuch dieSmal gehen wir nicht hauptiadlicg, fondern nur 
gelegentlid) und nebenbei auf modernfritijde Theorien und Anfichten ein. 
Die Hauptiade ijt, dak wir diefe Propheten aus ihrer Beit heraus in 
Dem, twas fie gefagt haben, immer beffer gu verftehen fucjen. 

Wir erdrtern darum auch jebt nicht meitlaufig den Begriff eines 
Propheten und die Art und Weife, wie er feine Botfdaft an das BVolf 
bon Gott empfangen hat. €38 geniige, darauf hingutveifen, dak ein 
Prophet eben ein Spreder ift, ein gottbegeijterter Sprecher, ein Ver- 
fiindiger de3 gottlicdjen Wortes und Willens, und gwar vor andern 
Reuten, mehr oder weniger dffentlich. Dies liegt {chon in der etymologi- 
fen Bedeutung des Hebraijden Wortes NII und de3 griechijden Wor- 
teS xegopytys, das dann in unjfere deutiche und englifde Sprade itber- 
gegangen ijt und in dem das xod nicht temporal (Zubvorverfiindigen) 
fondern Tofal (bor andern verfiindigen) gemeint ijt. Und tir be- 
jranfen uns in diejer Urtifelreihe eben auf die fogenannten GS rif t- 
propheten, die eine befondere Rlaffe in dem Prophetentum Fsraels 
bilden. Wabhrend e3 namlich immer im meiteren Ginne Propheten ge- 
geben hat, feitbem Gott fein Wort den Menjdjen gefandt hat; mahrend 
fon Mofes mit dem Namen eines Propheten, und gwar eines grofen, 
ja eingigartigen Propheten, begzeidjnet wird, 4 Moj.12,6—8; 5 Moj. 
18, 15—19; 34, 10—12; twabhrenbd feit der Beit Gamuel3 und mit dem 
Wuffommen de$ Konigtums das prophetifcde Amt eine ftehende Cinrich- 
tung in 9$rael wird, fo unterfdeiden wir dod von allen andern Pro- 
pheten diejenigen, die mit Obadja beginnen; und twir benennen fie mit 
dem von Johann Gottfried Herder gepragten Ausdrud ,, Schriftpro- 
pheten”, weil Gott der Heilige Geift fie gum Schreiben angetrieben hat, 
2 Petr. 1,19—21; ef. 30,8; Ber. 30,2; 36, 2—32, und ihre Sehrif- 
ten als beftandiger Scab der Rirde nidt nur fiir ihre eigene Beit be- 
ftimmt waren, fondern nad Gotte3 Willen und Vorfehung auc auf uns 
gefommen find und fiir un3 Bedeutung haben. Bhre Sdhriften find eben 
nicht ettva blok, wie fie heutgutage dfters aufgefakt werden, ein Stiid 
UArdhaologie, das man wie andere Gebiete der AUltertumswifjenfdaft er- 
forjdt, fondern fie haben unmittelbare, heilsgefdhidtlide Bedeutung fiir 
un8, twie dies St. Petrus in der fiir die Tatigfeit und Bedeutung der 
PRropheten jo widtigen Stelle 1 Petr. 1, 10—12 hervorhebt: ,,Gie 
haben’s nicht ibnen felbjt, fondern un8 dargetan”, genau twortlid: 
nbaben e3 uns dienjtlich dargereicht”, hwiv oder nach befferer Lesart: 
ipiv Sinxdvovv ait, unto us they did minister the things, ,,haben un3 
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ihre Schriften und in und mit ihren Schriften jene groken Dinge, Leiden 
und Oerrlicdfeit Chrifti, die uns gugedadte Gnade und GSeligfeit, iiber- 
mittelt”.) Dagu fommt nod, dak mit diefen Schriftpropheten eine be- 
fondere Periode in der Gefdhidte und Entwidlung de3 Gottesreidjes im 
Wlten Teftament beginnt. Diefe Propheten befalfen fic eben nidt nur 
mit den inneren Ungelegenheiten des Volfes Gottes, wie Mofes, Samuel, 
Nathan, Gad und andere taten, fondern fie giehen aud andere Volfer in 
den Kreis ihrer VBoticdhaft herein, weil eben jene andern Volfer in diefer 
Zeit in die Gefdhidte des Volfes Gottes treten. Wir nennen darum diefe 
PKropheten wohl aud die ,,volfergefdichtliden Propheten” und fonnen 
fie namentlid) auch die ,,beilsgefdhidtlidjen Bropheten” nennen, tweil 
eben immer aud) das gufiinftige Ocil in dem Meffias und in der neu- 
teftamentliden Kirche auf die eine oder andere Weife von ihnen ver- 
fiindigt wird, bald fiirger und in dunflen WAndeutungen, bald reidher und 
ausfiihrlider, fo dak gum Beifpiel ein Sejaja faft die altteftamentliden 
Sdranfen abiwirft, der ,Cvangelift de3 Wlten Teftaments” wird und 
fo fchreibt, als hatte er an der RKrippe zu Bethlehem und unter dem Kreuz 
auf Golgatha geftanden, Rap. 9 und 53. 


1. Obadja 
Der erfte diejer Propheten ijt nun Obadja, AMIy, das heift, . Die- 
ner Yehovah3”, von dem wir jedod) nichts Naheres wifjen, als daw er 


ein Sudder war, ein Glied de3 Siidreiches, wie aus dem Snbalt feines 
Buches herborgeht, das durdweg die Gituation in Yuda-Ferufjalem 
vorausjebt. Ob die Vermutung Franz Delibfch’ ridtig ijt, dak der Ver- 
faffer unfers Buchs identifd ijt mit dem Fiirften Obadja, der im dritten 
Sahr des frommen Kinigs Yojaphat mit andern in den Stadten Yudas 
das Gefeb lehrte, 2 Chron. 17, 7—9, jteht dabin.®  Beitlich betradhtet, 
tware e3 moglich, da die in Dem Bude Obadjas gejchilderte Situation, 
twie twir bald fehen werden, unter Yofaphats Nachfolger, Yoram, fic 
ereignete, 2 Chron. 21, 8—17. Doh war der Name Obadja fein 
feltener, eigenartiger Name; vgl. 1 Rin. 18,3; 2 Chron. 34, 12. 
Uber ehe wir an das Buch felbjt herantreten, mag ein Wort gejagt 
werden iiber die Sammlung und Reihenfolge der fleinen Propheten in 
unfern jebigen BVibelausgaben. Man fann wohl mit Recht fagen, dak 
diefe Sammlung und Reihenfolge in der deutfden wie in der englijdjen 


1) Bol. dagu Luthers trefflide Bemerfungen in feiner beriihmten ,Bor- 
rede auf die Propheten” (XIV, 33. 34) und Stidhardts ausgezeidnete Erflarung 
in feinem ,Rommentar iiber den erften Brief Petriv (S. 49). 

2) Der Ausdrud , Cvangelift de$ Witen Ceftaments” rithrt von dem Kirchen- 
vater Hieronymus her, der in feiner Praefatio ad Jesaiam fagt: ,,Non tam 
propheta dicendus est quam evangelista; ita enim universa Christi eccle- 
siaeque mysteria ad liquidum prosecutus est, ut non putes eum de futuris 
vaticinari, sed de praeteritis historiam texere.“ Qitiert von Carpjov in 
feiner trefflidjen, nod) heute fehr wertvollen Introductio ad Libros Canonicos 
Veteris Testamenti, ITI, 95. 

3) /BWann weisfagte Obadjam Beitfchrift fiir die gefamte lutherifdhe Theo- 
logie und Rirde (Rudelbach-Gueride), 12, 102. 
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Bibel im gropBen und gangen chronologifd ijt. Die fieben Propheten 
der affyrifden Zeit: Hofea, Boel, Amos, Obadja, Yona, Mida, Nahum, 
gehen den beiden Propheten der Haldaijdjen oder babylonifden Beit, 
Habatuf und Zephanja, voraus; und diefen folgen dann die drei Pro-z 
pheten der nacherilifden Beit: Gaggai, Sadarja und Maleachi. Aber 
doch ijt die Reihenfolge nicht cine genau Gronologifde, fondern die Weis- 
fagung3fdrift Hofeas ijt twohl als die umfangreidfte unter den friiheren 
Viidern an die Spike der Sammlung geftellt, da die gwolf fleinen Pro-z 
pheten im getviffen Ginne ein Buch bilden, da3 Sd5exa xeogntov, ein 
Wusdruc, der in die deutfde und englifde theologife Sprache iiber- 
gegangen ift, das Biwolfprophetenbuch, Sir. 49,12. Wir miifjen darum, 
um die Entividlung der Prophetie recht gu verfolgen, die genauere chro- 
nologijfde Reihenfolge fejtgujtellen fuchen. Und da jteht nun Obadja, 
wie twir bald erfennen werden, an der Spibe, und wir finden fcjon in 
feinem fleinen Buche die Hauptgedanfen der Sehriftpropheten. Wir 
erfennen auc) da8 hohe Alter Obadjas nidt nur an der ganz ecinfachen 
iberfhrift Dies ijt das Geficht Obadjas” — das Kurze, Cinfache ijt 
haufig ein Wngeiden hoheren Wlters —, fondern auch daran, dap er 
eigentlid) nur ein Thema behandelt. Das ganze Buch ijt eine fdharfe, 
bittere Strafrede gegen Edom und ijt fcon von den Yuden mit einem 
Senfforn verglicen worden, flein tie ein Genfforn und fdarf wie ein 
Genfforn. Und aud fpracdlich betracdhtet, fann man wohl mit Umbreit 
fagen: ,Die Rede deS Propheten tint wie aus Felfenfliiften; fein Wort 
ift hart und rauh. Wir finden feine Bliite des Wusdruck3, nicht Schmuc 
der bildliden Darjtellung; e3 ijt, als hatte Obadja feine Weisfagung in 
das Gejtein bon Sela eingehauen.“* 

Aber warum ift diefe erjte prophetife Weisfagungsfdrift gerade 
gegen Edom gerichtet? Edom, von Cjau, dem Bruder Yafob3, ab- 
ftammend, tar dadurch das Bruderbolf YSsrael3 und wird ausdriiclid 
an fiinf Stellen im Wlten Teftament fo genannt, 5 Mof.2,4.8; 23,7; 
Wmos 1,11 und hier bet Obadja, BV. 10. Aber Chom oder Efau oder 
das Haus oder das Gebirge Cdoms, B.6, 8, 9, 18, 19, 21, hat feine 
Brudergefinnung gegen YSsrael gezeigt, wie e3 auch trok der Veriwandt- 
fcaft mit JSrael nicht die Religion de3 Volfes Gottes teilte. Cdom war 
gang und gar ein Heidenbolf, erfdeint vielfach als Typus der heidnifcjen 
Weltmacht, hatte feinen Monotheismus, fondern Polhtheismus, diente 
namentlidh den dDret Gottern Hadad, Baal und RKaufd, wie der jiidifde 
Gefdidtidreiber Yofephus beridtet. Und gerade in diefer Beit, in 
die un unfer Buch verfebt, hatte Chom gang und gar unbriiderlic&h ge- 
handelt, und darum tritt Obadja auf mit feiner Weisfagung gegen diefes 
Volk. Diefe gerfallt gang deutlich in drei Teile. Buerft wird das Ge- 


4) Bitiert bei ©. F. Keil, Biblifher Rommentar iiber die swolf fleinen Pro- 
pheten, S. 250. 

5) ay eg Iudaicae, XV, 7, 9. ©. Kinig, Die moderne Babyloni- 
fierung der Bibel, S. 36. 
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right iiber Chom angefiindigt, V.1—9, dann wird diefes Gericht be- 
griindet mit der fchweren Verfduldung Cdoms gegen jein Brudervolf 
%8rael oder, wie eS Hier heift, Jafob, V. 10—16, und endlich wird die 
Rettung und Wiederherjtellung Judas verfiindigt und mit einem Wus- 
blic auf die meffianifde Beit gefdhloffen, V.17—21. Wenn der Prophet 
fiir Edom auch den Namen Theman gebraudt, BV. 9, fo hat dies feinen 
Grund darin, dak Theman ein Enfel Cjaus war, 1 Moj. 36, 15, deffen 
Nachfommen in Ydumda toohnten, und dab, wie fters, nach dem Bez 
wohner daS Land genannt wird, gerade wie auch Land oder Gebirge Seir 
nur eine andere Begeidjnung fiir Cdom ift, weil Edom und jeine Nadh- 
fommen dort twohnten, 1 Moj. 32,3; 36,8. 

Das Bud) Obadjas nennt fich cin Gejidt; denn was in diefem 
einen Rapitel gefagt wird, hat Jehovah dem geijtliden Sinn de3 Pro- 
pheten gu jehen und gu vernehmen gegeben. Cdom war durch feinen 
Hochmut verblendet. Cs hHielt fich in feinen hohen Felfen{piben fiir 
uniibertwindlid. ,,Der Gochmut deines Hergens hat dich betrogen, weil 
Du in der Felfen Mliiften twobhneft, in deinen hohen Schlsffern, und 
{prichjt in dDeinem Herzen: Wer will mics zu Boden ftopen?” BW. 3. 
Wher e3 wird aus feinem Feljennejt hinabgejtiirgt werden. ,,Wenn du 
denn gleich in die Hohe fithreft wie ein Adler und madtejt dein Meft 
atwifden den Sternen, dennod will ich dic) bon dannen herunterjtiirgen, 
fpricht der HErr”, VB. 4. Und Yehovah ijt e3, der am Tage des Gerichts 
Edom vom Gebirge Cfau hintwegtilgen wird. ,,.Was gilt’, jpridt der 
HErr, ich will gur jelbigen Beit die Weifen gu Edom gunichte machen und 
Die Kiugheit auf dem Gebirge Cfau?... Und das Haus Yafob foll ein 
@euer twerden und das Haus Yojeph eine Flamme, aber das Haus Cjau 
Stroh; das werden fie angiinden und vergehren, daB dem Haufe Cjau 
nicht3 itberbleibe; denn der HErr Hat's geredet”, BV.8.18. E38 mag 
nebenbei bemerft werden, dDaR die neuere archaologijhe Forjdung gerade 
auch da3, twas Hier von den Cdomitern gejagt wird und von ifrer Woh- 
nung in den Felfen, auf da3 genauejte beftatigt hat. 

Aber twas war die Verjcdhuldung Cdoms? Wir lejen BV. 10—15 
die Worte: ,, Um des Frevels willen, an deinem Bruder Yafob begangen. 
Bu der Zeit, da du wider ihn jtundeft, da die Frembden fein Heer gefangen 
twegfiihreten und Auslander zu feinen Toren cingogen und iiber Jeru- 
falem das Los warfen, da wareft du gleich wie derfelbigen einer. Darum 
follft du gu allen SGdhanden werden und etviglich auSgerottet fein. Du 
folljt nicht mehr fo deine Luft fehen an deinem Bruder gur Beit feines 
Elendes und follft dich nicht freuen itber die Kinder Buda gur Beit ihres 
Sammers und follft mit deinem Maul nicht fo ftolz reden gur Beit ihrer 
Ungft; du folljt nicht gum Tor meines Volfs eingiehen gur Beit ihres 
Sammers; du follft nicht deine Luft fehen an ihrem Ungliic gur Beit 
ifreS Yammers; du follft nicht wider fein Geer fdicden gur Beit feines 
Sammers; du follft nicht ftehen an den Wegideiden, feine Entronnenen 
gu morden; du follft feine ibrigen nicht verraten gur Beit der Angift. 
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Denn der Tag des HErrn ijt nabe iiber alle Heiden. Wie du getan 
Haft, foll dir wieder gefdehen; und wie du berdienet Haft, fo foll dir’s 
twieder auf deinen Ropf fommen.” Da entfteht nun fofort die Frage: 
Wann hat fic dies denn gugetragen? Und davon hangt dann ab 
die Veftimmung des Beitalters Obadjas. C8 ijt befannt, dak nament- 
lich gtvei Anfichten hier beftehen. Die eine ijt, dak hier Begug genommen 
tverde auf die Croberung Yerufalems durch die Chaldder oder VBabylonier 
unter Nebufadnegar, eine Anficht, die Luther in feiner Vorrede auf das 
Bud Obadjas vertritt, aud) aus andern Griinden (XIV, 84); ebenfo 
Calov und andere Ausleger. Nun denfen wir ganz mit Recht, wenn wir 
bon einer Croberung Yerufalem3 und einer Gefangennahme der Yudder 
boren, gunddjt an die befannte Katajtrophe unter Nebufadnegar im 
Sabre 587 vor Chrijto, gerade wie wir im Neuen Tejtament, wenn wir 
bon einer Zerjtorung Qerufalem3 reden, gunadft an die Croberung 
Serufalem3 im Jahre 70 nach Chrifto durch die Romer unter Titus 
denfen. Uber tatfachlich hat Yerufalem im Laufe der Gefdhichte ein 
Schicfal gehabt, wie e3 wohl feine andere Stadt der Welt erfahren hat. 
&s ijt im gangen nicht weniger als fedhSunddreifigmal erobert worden, 
und darum miifjen tir, wenn tir bon einer Eroberung Yerufalems 
fefen, genauer nachforfden. Und mir fehen nun aud bald, dak bier 
nidt an die Croberung durd) die Babylonier gedacht werden fann; denn 
bier ijt eben nicht bon einer Berjtirung der Stadt die Rede, fondern 
nur bon einer Croberung, und die gefangenen Qudder werden nit 
nah Babylonien gefiihrt, nad dem Often, fondern in eine gang 
andere Gegend, namlid nad Barpath und Sepharad, nad dem 
Wejten, nad) dem befannten Sarepta in Phinigien, Luf. 4, 26, und nach 
Kleinafien. Die Lage Sepharads war freilich lange umftritten, und 
mance fiihne Meinungen find vorgetragen worden; aber fon Franz 
Delibjch denft in dem genannten Artifel, S. 100, an die Yonier, ebenfo 
Konig in feinem Worterbud. Cine siweifprachige [ydifdh-aramaifde Yn- 
fchrift ijt in neuerer Zeit in Sardis gefunden worden, die e getwifR madit, 
daz e3 Sardis = GSepharad ijt, was aud) durd) da Noel 3, 11 (in der 
englifden Bibel 3, 6) von den ON, den Yoniern, Grieden, Grecians, 
Gefagte beftatigt mird. Gellin bemerft: ,,Seitbem Sepharad mehrfad 
in den RKeilinjdriften der Perfergzeit gefunden (als Saparda), ijt angu- 
nehmen, dag damit RKleinafien, befonders Phrygien und Lydien, ge- 
meint ijt.“ © 

Aber twas fiir eine Eroberung und Berjtreuung ift dann Hier ge- 
meint? Obne daf wir jebt auf andere Anficten eingehen, lakt fic wohl 
fagen, dag nur ein Creignis iibrigbleibt, namlid dasjenige, das fid 
unter dem Roinig Joram bon Buda, dem Gohn Yofaphats, gutrug, etiwa 
890 bis 887 bor Chrijto, aljo ettwa 300 Jahre vor der Zerftirung unter 
Nebufadnegar. Dies Ereignis wird 2 Chron. 21, 16.17 fo befdjrieben: 


6) Das Zwilfprophetenbuch iiberfegt und erflart, S. 284. 
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»Det OHErr erwedte wider Joram den Geift der Philijter und Araber, 
die neben den Mohren liegen; und gogen herauf in Buda und zerrijjen 
fie und fiihreten weg alle Gabe, die vorhanden tar im Haufe des Konigs, 
Dagu feine Sohne und feine Weiber, dak ihm fein Sohn iiberblieb ohne 
Soahas, fein jiingjter Sohn.” Und je genauer man diefe Sache unter- 
fudht, defto fefter wird man in diefer bergeugung, befonders wenn man 
auch da8 auf Obadja folgende Buh Yoel in VBetradt zieht. Unter Joram 
madten fic) namlid, wie mir in den beiden Gefdichtsbiidern RKinige 
und Chronifa lefen, die Edomiter fo von jiidifher Oberhoheit, unter 
der fie noch unter Yofaphat, dem Vater Yorams, geftanden Hatten, 2 Kin. 
8, 20—22; 2 Chron. 21,8—10. Sei diefer Erhebung Cdoms wurde 
jedenfall3 auch viel unfduldiges Blut vergoffen, die Sfters in der Bibel 
erwahnte Stadt Libna fiel ab; und al3 dann der Cinfall der Pbilifter 
und arabijder Volferjdhaften fam, haujten die Gorden, die fic) Serufa- 
lemS bemadhtigt batten, rauberifd) und graujam. Gie pliinderten den 
foniglicden Palaft, und Yoel fagt, dak fie aud) Gold, Silber und andere 
RKojtbarfeiten des Tempels mit hinwegnahmen, daf fie Kinder und 
Frauen gefangen twegfiihrten, dak fie innerhalb und auferhalb Yerufa- 
lems mit den gefangenen Quddern und Qudderinnen den gemeinjten 
Handel trieben. Gie verfauften den Viingling um eine Bubldirne und 
das Madden um Wein, je naddem fie der Wolluft oder dem Trunfe 
fronen twollten. Gelbjt auf dem beiligen Berge Zion wurden Saufgelage 
gebalten, an denen die Cdomiter teifnahmen; und die Gefangenen ver- 
fauften fie Dann al3 Sflaven an die Griedjen, und gwar durd) die Ver- 
mittlung der Phonigier. Die Phdnigier und die Yonier waren die be- 
fannten Handelsvolfer der Alten Welt, die auch Sklavbenhandel trieben. 
BZiwar gehirten die Cdomiter wohl nicht felbft direft gu den feindlicdjen 
Heereshaufen, die Yerufalem einnahmen, aber fie freuten fich itber da8, 
twas diefe veriibten, wurden fo ihre Helfershelfer und fuchten fo viel 
Gewinn als moglich aus Judas Ungliid gu giehen. Darum jagt Obadja die 
oben fdon angefiihrten Worte V. 10—15 und faliekt mit der Drohung: 
»Denn tie ihr auf meinem heiligen Berge getrunfen habt, fo follen alle 
Heiden taglid trinfen; ja, fie follen’s ausfaufen und verfdlingen, dak 
e8 fei, als mare nie nichts dDagewefen”, B.16. Und Yoel fagt Rap. 3, 
7—11 (2—6): 8h will alle Seiden gujammenbringen und twill fie 
ing Tal Yofaphat hinabfiihren und will mit ihnen dafelbjt rechten von 
wegen meineS VolfS und meines Crbteils Ysrael, das fie unter die 
Heiden gerftreuet und fid) in mein Land geteilet und das Los um mein 
Volk geworfen haben, und haben die Rnaben um Speife gegeben und die 
Magdlein um Wein verfauft und vertrunfen.” Und dann nennt der 
Prophet bejonders Zor (Xyrus) und Sidon, die befannten phinigijden 
Stadte, und alle Begirfe Philiftias (mvp, Palestine) und ruft ibnen 
gu: Shr habt mein Silber und Gold und meine fchinen Reinode ge- 
nommen und in eure Rirden gebradt; dagu habt ihr auch die Kinder 
Suda und die Kinder Yerufalems verfauft den Grieden, auf dak ihr fie 
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gar ferne bon ihren Grengen bradtet.“7 Nun verjtehen wir auch den 
20. Vers in Obadja. Da wird gefagt, dak die vertriebenen Quden, die 
unter den Ranaanitern bis gen Zarpath und 3u Sepharad find, errettet 
werden jollen. Damit ijt, wie fdon bemerft, ohne Biveifel PRHsnizien, 
da8 ift, Tyrus und Sidon, gemeint; denn Barpath ift diefelbe Stadt, die 
in der Gefdicdte von der Witwe zu Zarpath erwahnt wird, und mit 
Sepharad ijt, wie ebenfalls jcon bemerft ijt, die befannte jonifde Stadt 
Sardis in Keinafien gemeint. CGomit fonnen twir mit giemlider Ge- 
wipbeit behaupten, dak Obadja der altefte GdriftprophHhet ift, 
der in Ddiefer Beit nach der Kataftrophe unter Yoram lebte und wirtte 
und den nun der Geift Behovahs ergrijf, um die RKriegstrompete der 
Prophetie gegen das gottloje, heimtiicifde, fchadenfrohe Edom zu blafen. 
Wenn wir dann den Propheten tveiter lefen, fo horen mir, twie er das 
Gerict iiber Edom und itber die andern Feinde des Volfes Gottes an- 
fiindigt und eine Wiederherjtellung Qudas und Yerufalems tweisfagt; 
denn von B.17 an fodliept fich Tauter Verheifung an die Geridts- 
dDrobung, BV. 17—21. 

Wher wie hat fich nun das Wort Obadjas erfiillt? Wann und tvie 
ift dom geftraft worden? Das Zeigt die Gefdichte. Wenn auch aus- 
driidlice, beftimmte, auperbiblifde Zeugniffe iiber die Unterjodjung der 
Cdomiter durd) Nebufadnegar feblen, jo erfahren wir doch gang ficher 
aus fpateren prophetijdjen Stellen, da Cdom durch die VBabylonier verz 
iwitftet twerden follte. Yer.49,7—22 wird diefe Weisfagung Obadjas 
gum Teil gang wortlid twiederholt, weil fie fic) damals zu erfiillen be- 
gann. Mach Yeremia gehirten auch die Cdomiter zu den Volfern rings 
um Suda, die Der HErr in die Hand feines Knedhtes Nebufadnegar geben 
will und denen Yeremia den Kel de3 Bornesweins aus der Hand 
Sehovahs reicen joll, Jer. 25,9.15.21. Bgl. auch die Worte des 
jiingeren Beitgenofjen deS Yeremia, Hefefiel, Rap. 25,12—14. Mach 
Mal. 1,3: Sh haffe Cjfau und habe fein Gebirge dde gemadt und fein 
Erbe den Dracden zur Wiijte”, hat Jehovah die Berge Cfaus veriviiftet, 
und das fann nur auf die Verddung de Landes durch die VBabslonier 
begogen werden. Und der Untergang der Cdomiter als Volf wurde 
dann durch die Maffabaer im atweiten Jahrhundert vor Chrijto ange- 
babnt. Judas Maffabaus fchlug fie in den Jahren 168—161 twieder- 
Holt, twie das erfte Maffabaerbud, Rap. 5, 3.65, beridtet, ebenfo auch 
Vofephus in feinen Antiquitates Iudaicae. Spater hat fie dann Yohanz 


7) Hier begegnen wir in der deutfden Bibel dem Worte ,Rirche”, das in 
Luthers VBibeliiberfegung immer nur in iiblem Sinne von falfchen Undachtsftat- 
ten und Gikenhaufern gebraucht wird; vgl. 2 Kin. 10, 23; 11,18; Hefek. 7, 24; 
Hof. 8, 14; 10, 1; Amos 7, 9; 8, 3. Luther fcheint das Wort abfichtlic) herab- 
gufeken, nennt eS blind und undeutlic) und liebt e8 nicht, leitet e8 ab von dem 
lateinifden curia, das auf einem Umiveg iiber die griechifde xveia ins Deutfde 
eingedrungen fei. Die Kirche trat ihm al8 péapftliche Kurie entgegen und dabher 
fam twobl fein Miftrauen. Er hat deshalb auch das neuteftamentlice ExxAnoia 
mit ,Gemeinde” itberfegt und blieb dabei, obwobl er felbft und Spatere an feiner 
Tiberfegung anbderten. 
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ne3 Oyrfanus (135—106), ebenfalls einer der Maffabaer, der Sohn 
deS Hobhenpriefters Simon, gang und gar unteriworfen und jogar gur 
Bejdneidung und BVeobadtung de mofaifdhen Gefewes geswungen. 
Wlerander Yannaus, der Sohn des Hyrfanus, der von 106 bis 79 
Hobherpriejter bon Yudaa war, hat fdlieplich die lebten Cdomiter unter- 
jocht, twie wieder Yofephus beridtet. Co verlieren die Edomiter ihre 
nationale Gelbjtandigfeit; und ihren ganglidjen Untergang fanden fie 
fcjlieBlich Durch die Romer, wie Yojephus in dem genannten Werke und 
in feinem Buch itber den jiidijden Krieg mitteilt.2 Die menigen Edo- 
miter, Die ettwa noch itbrigblieben, verloren fic) unter den Arabern, jo 
dah, wie Obadja geweisjagt hat, jie furdhtbar gejtraft wurden, und ihr 
Name bom Crdboden verjehwand. ,Das Haus Yafob foll ein Feuer 
werden und das Haus Vofeph eine Flamme, aber das Haus Cjau Stroh; 
das werden fie angiinden und vergehren, dak dem Hauje Efau nichts 
iberbleibe; denn der HErr hat’s geredet”, BV.18. Cdoms GSiinde ijt 
ibm buchftablid) bon Duda vergolten worden nach dem ius talionis: 
Womit man findigt, damit wird man geftraft, B. 15. 

Wher nun die Hauptfrage: Wie hat fic) die Weisfagung iiber Nuda 
und Yerujalem erfillt, die Obadja am Sdluk feines Buches verfiindigt, 
die Errettung und Wiederherftellung Jerufalems? BW. 17.19. 20. 21: 
/ Uber auf dem Berge Zion follen nod etlide errettet werden, die follen 
Heiligtum fein; und das Haus Yafob foll feine Befiber befiken.... Und 
die gegen Mittag werden das Gebirge Cfau und die in Griinden werden 
die Philijter befiben; ja fie werden das Feld Ephraims und das Feld 
Samaria befiken und Benjamin das Gebirge Gilead. Und die Ver- 
triebenen diefe3 Heer3 der Kinder YSrael, fo unter den Ranaanitern bis 
gen Zarpath find, und die Vertriebenen der Stadt Yerujalem, die gu 
Sepharad find, werden die Stadte gegen Mittag befiben. Und merden 
Heilande herauffommen auf den Berg Zion, das Gebirge Cjau gu richten. 
Wo wird das Kinigreich de3 HErrn fein.” Dies fann nur meffianifd 
bverjtanden tverden. Gerade wie wir fon mit dem Untergang Edoms 
nabe an die meffianijde Beit gefommen find, fo hiren wir aus andern 
Stellen, dDaB die Vernidtung Cdoms von dem aus Yafob fommenden 
Herrjder, dem Konig Mejffias, ausgehen foll, wie fon die alte, widhtige 
Grundjtelle bom Stern aus Yafob und vom Bepter aus BSrael, 4 Mof. 


8) Jofephus berichtet (nach der befannten englifden iiberfegung von Wil- 
liam Whifton) XII, 8,1: “So he [Judas] fell upon the Idumeans, the pos- 
terity of Esau, at Acrabattene, and slew a great many of them and took 
their spoils. XIII,9,1: “Hyrcanus took also Dora and Marissa, cities of 
Idumea, and subdued all the Idumeans and permitted them to stay in 
that country if they would circumcise their genitals and make use of the 
laws of the Jews; and they were so desirous of living in the country of 
their forefathers that they submitted to the use of circumcision and the 
rest of the Jewish ways of living; at which time therefore this befell 
them that they were hereafter no other than Jews.” Weitere Belege XIII, 
15, 4 und in Yofephus’ De Bello Iudaico, IV, 5, 1. 2; IV, 9, 7; V, 6, 1. 
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24,18, getveisfagt hat: ,,€dom wird er einnehmen, und Geir wird feinen 
geinden unterivorfen fein; D8rael aber wird Gieg haben.” Aus Amos 
9,11. 12 erfabren wir, daR dieS aber erjt mit der Wufridtung der bver- 
fallenen Hiitte Davide, mit der Griindung der neuteftamentlicden Kirde, 
gefdeben foll: ,3ur felbigen Zeit mill ich die gerfallene GHiitte Davids 
wieder aufricdjten und ihre Viiden bergaunen und, was abgebrodjen ift, 
wieder aufridten; und twill fie bauen, wie fie vorgeiten getwefen ijt, auf 
Daf fie befiben die ibrigen gu Edom und dic iibrigen unter allen 
Heiden, iiber welche mein Name gepredigt fein wird, fpridt der OHErr, 
der folche3 tut.“ Und Obadja felbft fagt un3, dak dies alles ftattfinden 
foll bei dem Gericht Sehovahs iiber die Volfer, V. 15.17. Deshalb fann 
die Erfiillung diefes lebten Whfcdhnitts in unferm Propheten, BV. 17—21, 
nur der meffianijden Zeit angehdren, und gwar fo, da jie mit der 
Griindung des Reiches Chrijti auf Erden unter den Yuden und den gu 
Suden gewwordenen Cdomitern begonnen hat, dak fie mit feiner Wus- 
breitung unter den Volfern fortidreitet und mit feiner fchliehlicden Voll- 
endung bei der Wiederfunft unfers HErrn und Heilandes ihren Abfdhlup 
erreiden wird. Darum hat fchon Luther, der Mann mit den tiefen 
Wugen und dem grofen Schriftverftandnis, in feiner fleinen BVorrede 
itber diefen fleinen Propheten gang furg und fnapp, aber durchaus 
ridtig gejagt: ,Um Ende weisfagt Obadja von Chrifti Reich, das folle 
nicht allein gu Serufjalem, fondern allenthalben fein.“ (XIV, 59.) ,,Unter 
den Heilanden (vgl. Richt. 3,9.15; Neh. 9,27) ijt”, wie Gengftenberg 
treffend bemerft, ,der Heiland fchlechthin verborgen.”®  Getwif, e3 ift 
nod) nicht die RKlarheit eines Sefaja. C3 ijt nur eine Andeutung des 
RMeidhes der chrijtlicjen Kirche, menn wir das Sdhlupiwort lefen: ,,Alfo 
wird das Konigreich de3 HErrn fein.” Aber fo beginnen die Weis- 
fagung3fdriften des Wlten Teftaments. Gie reden in altteftamentlicjen 
Wusdriicen bon der neuteftamentliden Beit. Der Berg Bion, da ijt, die 
eine beilige riftlide Rirde, und dad RKinigreich de3 HErrn ijt die 
eine beilige Chrijtenheit, die mit Dem Neuen Tejtament ifren Anfang 
genommen Hat, die dDurd) die Yahrhunderte geht als ftreitende Kirche 
und die am Ende der Tage vollendet werden und aus ciner ftreitenden 
eine triumpbierende Rirdhe wird. Go finden wir fdon bei diefem alteften 
und fo fleinen Sehriftpropheten Obadja die Grundgedanfen der Pro- 
phetie, die Den Vehrfab der alten jiidijden Synagoge beftatigen: ,,Das 
Endziel aller Weisjagungen der Propheten find die Tage de3 Meffias.“ 
Gang treffend bemerft darum Delibjch, der in feiner friiheren Beit fo 
ausgezeidjnet aud) fleine Bropheten behandelt und erflart hat, dap mit 
der Behandlung folder fpegiellen Themata die Weisfagungsliteratur 
begonnen bat, mit einem fliegenden Blatt gegen Edom die volfer- 
gefdichtlicje Prophetie. Das ift der itbergang gu Noel und Yona. Und 
immer Tefen wir, wie auf Giinde und Strafe foflieblich Geil und Er- 
rettung folgt. L. F. 


9) Chriftologie deS Wlten Teftaments, 1, 466. 
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Commemorating the Centennial of the Founding of Concordia 
Seminary, St. Louis, June 3, 1939 

Ps. 118:23: This is the Lord’s doing; it is marvelous in our eyes. 
FELLOW-STUDENTS AND FELLOW-CG&RISTIANS: 

This text refers, in the first place, to the founding of the Church 
General on the Corner-stone Jesus Christ, then to the founding of 
any part of the true Church at any time. Thus we may apply it 
also to the Church that was built in this country by the Saxon 
immigrants. 

We are not at the beginning of the celebration of this event; 
for already during the past year we heard and read a great deal 
about it. We have also heard criticisms about what has been said. 
It is these criticisms I wish to discuss today. While I shall touch 
only on such as I have heard regarding my own addresses, I never- 
theless think that some objections apply also to the discourses of 
other speakers. The criticisms have been decidedly constructive 
as far as I am concerned because they have driven me to reexamine 
my position, restate it, and bring out facts that I had passed over 
intentionally or otherwise. 

I 

The most frequent censure was that not enough credit had been 
given to Martin Stephan. The tragic end of his career has in- 
duced many of the centenary speakers to pass over his achieve- 
ments quickly. Still every one of them would apply the words of 
our text to the talents and initial activities of this man and give him 
credit for really bringing about the emigration. I need not describe 
the religious atmosphere of Saxony and Germany in general at the 
beginning of the last century; you all know it. Stephan exerted 
a telling influence toward true Christianity long before the emi- 
gration, and upon a much wider circle in Germany than that which 
left later. When the British Missionary Society and the British 
Bible Society had brought a religious revival in some parts of 
Germany by forming the German Christian societies, it was due 
to Stephan’s influence together with that of Count Detlev von Ein- 
siedel, Secretary of State in Saxony, that these German societies 
became independent of the Reformed English influence. (It was 
already at that time, just as it is now, a part of the policy of Down- 
ing Street to use the Church for spreading and maintaining the 
British hegemony.) Furthermore, it must be ascribed to the in- 
fluence of Stephan that these societies, rather its members, sep- 
arated themselves from the emotionalism and mysticism of the 
Moravians (of the Herrnhuter) and from the degeneration and 
pietism of the State Church, in. short, that they were made Lu- 
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therans again. I ought to mention that the influence of the Mora- 
vians on our founders was not inconsiderable. According to an 
unpublished letter of G.H. Loeber, written to Goehring December 
24, 1820, he visited one of their religious communities, that of Ebers- 
dorf, and he is very emphatic in the praise of these people — “Es ist 
mir, als haette ich aus der Fremde die Heimat besucht.” Was it 
not Stephan’s influence that later set him right, as it did many 
others? 

One instance may be cited to show how far Stephan’s influence 
for orthodox Christianity extended. When he published his Postille 
in 1825, he had about 500 advance subscribers from all walks of life 
in about a hundred different places throughout Germany. How he 
became the spiritual adviser of some of the Saxon fathers I shall not 
repeat here; his guidance of them and of hundreds of other men 
and women must ever be to us “the Lord’s doing” and “marvelous 
in our eyes.” He certainly had the characteristics of a leader. In 
the first place, a leader must have a worth-while idea; in the second 
place, he must be able to convince others that his idea is good and 
to induce them to accept it. Stephan had such a talent; he suc- 
ceeded in having his idea accepted, not by a group of “nitwits” but 
by men who themselves had the quality of leadership and by 
several hundred sturdy independent professionals and other lay- 
men. He must have been equipped with other great gifts of mind 
and with remarkable energy. I have been acquainted with six of 
his descendants. I remember his son Martin, I was a lifelong friend 
of two of his grandsons, I had three of his great-grandsons as my 
pupils; if these were chips of the old block, this must have had an 
exceptionally fine grain. 

As early as the middle of the eighteenth century German 
churchmen had pointed to the United States as a possible refuge 
and haven for the Lutheran Church. Settlements of Lutherans had 
already been founded in the Eastern States. To quote but one of 
them, Fresenius wrote in the year 1756: “Let us pray for a better 
planting and extending of the kingdom of God in America; let us in 
every way help to increase its upbuilding in order that perhaps in 
time this distant continent may become a refuge and salvation for 
the few believers when God chastises the European Christians with 
severe punitive justice because of their ingratitude.” I do not 
know to what extent these and similar words influenced Stephan, 
but after long consideration, after eliminating Australia with the 
motivation that he did not care to entrust their fortunes to England, 
the newly acquired Louisiana Purchase was chosen as goal of 
the contemplated trek. We acknowledge the wisdom of Stephan’s 
choice and gratefully praise the marvelous doing of God, who raised 
him up to lead the band of emigrants. 
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ll 

The next objection frequently heard is this: You give too much 
credit to Walther and the Saxons. I answer: No, we do not. In 
the leadership of Walther we see again the doings of the Lord, 
marvelous in our eyes. In spite of all that has been written and 
said we cannot realize the disillusion, the disappointment, the 
frantic desperation, that came over the colonists when the crozier of 
Stephan proved crooked and the alb spotted and the seal of the 
“bischoefliche Kirche zu Stephansburg” had been engraved in vain. 
The leading laymen, Vehse, Marbach, and others, returned to 
Europe, thereby intensifying the impact of the disaster. The 
clergymen were perplexed and helpless; they were not clear in 
their minds as to what was right and wrong; they were conscience- 
stricken; some of the ministers wanted to resign and return to 
Europe. Loeber, the senior after Stephan, thought he could not 
administer the holy office. He wrote in erring conscience pitiful 
confessions of sin to the Duke of Altenburg and to his former con- 
gregation and was willing to accept a call from there. The emi- 
gration was loudly declared to be the work of the devil and not 
of God. 

Then C. F. W. Walther stepped into the breach. “That we emi- 
grated is not the sin,” he said; “we rather sinned in waiting too 
long.” In those trying days of reconstruction he set forth with con- 
vincing clarity the right of the Christian local congregation to 
establish the holy ministry. He showed how to organize a church 
in a country the government of which did not interfere in matters 
of religion. For forty years I have made special studies of the 
history of this immigration. I have tried to see how it was possible 
for Walther to gain an understanding of the correct principles of 
church government. All factors, his antecedents and his environ- 
ment, were conspiring against him. Germany did not know the 
proper form of church government, Stephan had sinned against it, 
the Roman Catholics and the Reformed churches in America had 
a wrong conception of it. One must admit that Vehse, Marbach, 
and Fischer made valuable contributions in their Protestations- 
schrift toward the clarification of this doctrine; but even here error 
was lurking under truth, and they themselves deserted what they 
thought an unseaworthy ship. There is only one solution, one ex- 
planation: God gave Walther his understanding. We marvel at 
His doing. 

And Walther stayed at the head of the Church for fifty years. 
We are not giving him too much credit when we say this. We shall 
always acknowledge the doings of the Lord in giving him splendid 
collaborators. With him were eminent minds and self-sacrificing 
Christians who were eminently equipped intellectually and cul- 
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turally: Loeber, Fuerbringer, Keyl, Gruber, Schieferdecker, Buen- 
ger, Brohm; then those giants in thought and deed Wyneken and 
Sihler; the array of the Loehe intellectuals: Craemer, Sievers, 
Roebbelen, Graebner, Hattstaedt, Cloeter, and later Schaller. But 
you will find, if you take this matter under scrutiny, that Walther 
was the leader and remained the leader. Some of Loehe’s men had 
been coached by Loehe to oppose Walther’s teachings on church 
government. He wrote in his book Die kirchliche Lage Bayerns: 
“In a way fraught with danger they [the Missourians] often seem 
to emphasize principles of Luther in regard to the rights of the con- 
gregation by not only publishing words of Luther not written for 
American conditions but also their own ideas, which do not foster 
the love of liberty of a Christian but the American hankering after 
license. ... I fear some day a rogue, basing his work on many 
expressions of Luther, will write a demon’s tract entitled ‘Luther 
a Democrat.’” Note the pun on demon and democrat. 

Some of the men I have mentioned, fine independent characters, 
were over here for the express purpose of convincing Walther of 
the errors of his way. They valiantly defended Loehe in extended 
debates but were before long won by Walther. They receded from 
Loehe’s position and stood faithfully by Walther until the end. 

I wish we had time to discuss how the question of the millen- 
nium* was treated by Walther; how he won over leading men of 
the Buffalo Synod (Hochstetter, v. Rohr, Brand, Wollaeger); how 
he was “the founder of the Synodical Conference,” to use the words 
of the Synodical Conference’s epikedeion of Walther; and how he 
brought the predestination controversy to a successful end. You 
will not criticize me if I draw a parallel between the role he played 
for a lifetime and the role played by Luther in translating the Bible. 
Melanchthon, Cruciger, Jonas, Roerer, Foerster, and Bugenhagen 
gave their opinion on the rendering of a word or a phrase, but 
Luther had the pen in his hand. 


pitt 

The third criticism I heard is this: It would be better not to 
make so much of the Saxon immigration just now, when we have 
again that far-flung propaganda against everything German and 
when the anti-German sentiment is overwhelming many of our 
fellow-citizens. But just at this time I would shout from the house- 
tops the record of the Saxons: They rendered not only to God the 
things that are God’s but gave to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s. 
One of the Presidents of the United States said that the Saxon im- 


* Millennialism was broadly taught by Stephan in his sermon on 
Ascension Day, and Loeber had a slight infection of it in his Explanation 
of the Augsburg Confession. 
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migration was not so well known as it deserved to be known, that 
a parallel between the coming of the Saxons and the advent of the 
Pilgrim Fathers could be drawn, and that from this small beginning 
a great community had developed which had contributed greatly 
to the material and spiritual welfare and development of our 
country. 

The Saxons were beyond dispute culturally far above the aver- 
age of the 68,000 immigrants of the year 1839. Consider, for in- 
stance, their interest in education. Even during the trip in river 
boats on the Elbe and on the barks sailing across the Atlantic their 
children received systematic instruction. This schooling was not 
interrupted in the first distressful months in America but was 
carried on while the forests were cleared and the log houses built; 
regular common schools were opened at once in Altenburg, St. Louis, 
and elsewhere. The Pilgrim Fathers who landed in 1620 had no 
common schools at all but enjoined upon the parents the duty of 
instructing their children in the three R’s and the catechism and 
placed the same obligation upon the masters with respect to ap- 
prentices. Secondary schools they opened later, beginning with 
Boston in 1635 and ending with Roxbury in 1643. In the last-named 
year there appeared in London a pamphlet, New England’s First- 
fruits, in which we read: 

“After God had carried us safe to New England 
and [after] we had builded our homes 
Provided necessaries for our livelihood 
Reared convenient places for God’s worship 
And settled the civil government 
One of the next things we longed for 
And looked after, was to advance learning 
And perpetuate it to posterity 
Dreading to leave an illiterate ministry 


To the churches when our present ministers 
Shall lie in the dust.” 


Not after this, that, and another thing but in as many weeks 
as it took those Pilgrim Fathers years the Saxons opened that log- 
cabin secondary school, in which a course in esthetics was given 
and the students recited the psalms in Hebrew. — Anent the gaging 
of the cultural standing of these men, one should mention their fine 
feeling for the beauties of language in poetry; I think they were 
children of the Goethe-Schiller age in this respect. The fine 
poems of C.F. W. Walther are best known; O.H. Walther was the 
most prolific and, I think, best poet; a large number of unprinted 
poems of his are still extant. Buenger composed Latin poems until 
the end of his life. Loeber wrote lyrics of delicate beauty. The 
first poem published in the Lutheraner is from him, a dialog be- 
tween a wanderer and the migrating birds. I thought I might bring 


39 
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it closer to the emotional understanding of the younger generation 
if I would translate a few stanzas: 


Wanderer: 


The Wanderer to the Migrating Birds 
Now, welcome, you wanderers on air-lanes, 
You hosts in formation on high; 
*Way over the plains you are soaring; 
Uplifted, you powerful fly. 
You hasten with fast-speeding wingings 
From North to South, to your home, 
And bring to us colorful autumn, 
Loud calling: The summer is gone. 


Yes, listen, you people beneath us, 
Who understand this our call; 
Swift days of your years are all flying, 
The spring of your life turns to fall. 
Just as in fast-speeding battalions 
You now see us coming and go, 
Thus passes your life in a hurry, 
And, as we, you also fly so. 


But tell me, you travel companions, 
I wondering ask of you now: 
I, pilgrim upon this here earthland, 
Know when and whereto I must go; 
But who may you cranes be a-teaching 
The straight lanes of your homeward flight, 
And then when so glad you are reaching 
Again us in spring’s warm delight? 


We travel under His commandings 
Who made us in wisdom so great 
That we without your understandings 
Know well how to take to our gait. 
Ay, crane, turtle-dove, and the swallow 
Observe their time when they should come, 
But God’s humans care not to follow 
When He calls them back to His home. 


So travel, rejoicing companions, 

Far South to the climate so grand. 
May heavenly Father conduct us 

From here to the God-promised land! 
Then shall we be caught up together 

In the clouds from the wide-open grave 
And fly in an instant to Father 

Henceforth to be with Him all safe. 


These men were indeed loyal Americans. Here is an un- 
published prayer written by O.H. Walther and used in Trinity 
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Church every Sunday during the first year after the Saxons’ arrival 
in St. Louis: 

“O Lord, heavenly Father, almighty Ruler of the universe, who 
lookest from Thy throne on all children of men, we pray Thee fer- 
vently, regard favorably and bless Thy servant, the President of 
the United States, and all in authority in our country. Fill them 
with the grace of Thy Holy Spirit that they may always do Thy 
will and walk in Thy ways. Clothe them with the abundance,” etc. 

These were indeed ideal citizens; they were no tax-dodgers. 
Some years ago I asked for a report on the criminology of Perry Co. 
No major crime had been committed all these years. There was no 
need of a jail, and the divorce courts were idle. Into the pages of 
history we can write that these men cannot be accused of divided 
loyalty, and they did not dream of making a little Germany, with 
Pan-Germanistic aspirations, out of a part of America. They cut 
loose entirely from the German civil and church government. Our 
ministers never exchanged pulpits with those of the State Church in 
Germany. The philosophy of Fichte, Schopenhauer, and Nietzsche 
and the theology of Harnack did not hold them spellbound, while 
it did fill with awe many leaders of the American churches and 
undermined the foundations of Christianity among them. They did 
not grow hysterical with enthusiasm when a representative of the 
German reigning house came across the ocean (I am not insinuating 
that other nations do). Walther refused to accept the degree of 
D. D. from a German university. I need not tell you that Walther’s 
Fourth of July address, delivered in one of those early years (1853), 
deserves a place of honor among patriotic orations; for faultless 
presentation of principles and lofty American sentiments it has no 
superior. 

But why did the Saxons — if they were such good Americans — 
keep the German language as long as they did? They wished to 
give to our country men who were bilingual with all psychological 
and cultural advantages that such proficiency implies. They pointed 
to European borderlands in which the people are able to speak two 
languages, as is the case, for instance, in Switzerland. True, they 
did not amalgamate as readily with their fellow-Americans as they 
might have done had they given up their language sooner. A stu- 
dent of ethnology pointed out to me that a group of superior culture 
does not mix as readily as a less well-cultured group. While 
I would not think of saying that no groups in our country were 
their equal in culture, I do say that they were far above the cultural 
level of the average immigrant and probably above that of most 
Americans with whom they came in contact, for an unusually 
long time. 
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IV 

But this leads us up to what is perhaps the most common 
criticism of the Saxon fathers, one that has been dinned into my 
ears many a year: Why did they not start English work sooner? 
Why did they preach the Gospel in German only? It never was 
their policy to preach in German only. One of the silliest slanders 
I ever heard is that our fathers said the Word of God could not be 
preached in English and retain its purity. They were not such 
shallow thinkers and not so ignorant of the universality of the pure 
Gospel and real Christianity. I read in notes of O. H. Walther that 
were jotted down not later than 1840, in which he mentions it as 
a most urgent desideratum that at least an excerpt from the Sym- 
bolical Books be made in the English language. In 1852 and later 
Synod discussed the establishing of an English college or at least 
an English academy in Fort Wayne and got in contact with the 
citizens of Fort Wayne in the matter, stating “that it was self- 
evident that such an institution would be needed.” In 1857 guiding 
principles were adopted by our Synod for the founding of English 
congregations, and dismissal of well-indoctrinated German mem- 
bers to them was recommended. The reason that this advice had 
meager results and that not more English congregations were estab- 
lished is this, that our Synod did not have enough clergymen to take 
care of the German Protestant immigrants, whom they were best 
fitted to serve. In the decennium of 1850 to 1860 two million Ger- 
mans came to our shores. The German Methodists, under the 
leadership of Nast in Cincinnati, gathered hundreds of thousands 
of German Lutherans into their fold, also the Evangelicals in Ken- 
tucky. Other denominations reaped a similar harvest. Even as 
late as the eighties some of our Reiseprediger had dozens of places 
to serve. I myself had thirty in a territory where there are now 
more than thirty self-sustaining congregations and as many pastors. 
After a year or so I received a call to an established congregation. 
I asked Dr. Walther’s advice in the matter, and he urged me not to 
accept the call because our Synod then was only beginning to catch 
up in its effort of providing for the tidal influx of immigrants into 
the frontiers. Even in the nineties the task of the College of Presi- 
dents was a different task by far from what it is today. When they 
assembled, they did not have to contend with the problem of pro- 
viding charges for the candidates, but of providing candidates for 
all the congregations and mission-stations that were to be supplied. 
Many a year more than one third of the congregations was elimi- 
nated from the list. — While we did not do all that might have been 
done, we are nevertheless justified in claiming that we did supply 
the spiritual needs of the German Lutheran immigrants. That has 
been our historic mission. It was the Lord’s doing that our Synod 
provided, so to say, for its own household first. 
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Vv 

Our work in the German language is now almost over. During 
the next century our task must be to keep with the Church those 
English-speaking Lutherans whose forefathers we gathered when 
they still spoke German, but also to gather other English-speaking 
people into the Lutheran Church, many of them, several millions. 
Can we do it? 

That brings us to the next criticism, the last I shall discuss. It 
is said that we Missourians are laboring under a delusion if we 
think that our uncompromising doctrinal standpoint and our strict 
antilodge and antiunionistic practise can be maintained in the 
future. But what is the purpose of all this study of history, and 
why do we marvel at the Lord’s doing in the past century if we 
now deliberately want to abandon everything that the Lord has 
blessed so abundantly in the past? Is history to bring a curse upon 
our head? Will our centenary songs stand up as witnesses against 
us on the Day of Judgment? What has been done in the past is 
not important as compared with what lies before us. If we are 
sincere in confessing that we see the Lord’s hand in the history of 
the past one hundred years, we shall not lack courage to uphold 
the principles for which we have fought; we shall fear no obstacles, 
no reverses; we shall yield to no temptation; we shall be ready for 
every sacrifice. 

What is the world’s greatest need today? That is the burning 
question. How manifestly wrong are the answers of the average 
author, editor, columnist, of the philosophers and scientists of our 
day, of the American pulpit! Do you know what the world’s 
greatest need is? The philosophy, the Lebensanschauung, the re- 
ligion, which the Missouri Synod has had these hundred years and 
which it has to this day. If the ailments of the world, if the ail- 
ments of the United States, are to be healed, this is a sure remedy. 

It is one of the greatest privileges of my life to stand today 
before this body of seminarians and to exhort you to continue in 
the ways of the Saxon forefathers. It would be utterly abhorrent 
to me if any one of you should think we must trim our sails, we 
must change our course. I cannot believe that, when our two- 
hundredth anniversary will be celebrated, the same fate will be 
recorded of us that is recorded of the Swedish Lutheran settlement 
on the Delaware: In 1838, 200 years after the immigration of the 
Swedes, only one pastor had kept even the name Lutheran. His 
six associates were Episcopalians; only one congregation had kept 
the name Lutheran. A few years later this pastor died, and the 
name Lutheran was dropped by his successor and his congregation. 
And last year, at the tercentenary of the founding of the Swedish 
settlement, the president of the Swedish Lutheran Seminary and 
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the Bishop of Sweden met in the selfsame church with the Episco- 
palian bishop to celebrate— what? Well, I presume the death of 
the Lutheran church that had occurred there a hundred years 
before. 

We of the second and third generations, now fast passing away, 
stand before you and ask you to forgive us all shortcomings of our 
life and of our church-work; but we assure you that we have kept 
undefiled the great treasure delivered to us by the fathers. We 
entreat you, we implore you, to keep that Gospel which was de- 
livered to you in its truth and purity and to defend it against all 
foes, especially against rationalism and Liberalism, to carry the 
torch of truth in this ever-increasing darkness, under ever-increas- 
ing demands on you, until the end, when we shall glorify your ad- 
ministration unto the body of Christ with the words, “This is the 
Lord’s doing; it is marvelous in our eyes.” THEO. BUENGER 
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Predigtentwiirfe fiir die Cvangelien der Thomafins- 
Perifopenreihe 


Nenunter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Matth. 14, 22—34 

Welch verjchiedenartige Vorftellungen und Hoffnungen vom Meffias 
hatte dod dad BVolf! Won wie wenigen tourde YEfus als der redjte 
Meffias erfannt! Das gilt heute noch. Den rechten YEfum erfennt 
man nur 3u jelten. Wie viele halten ihn fiir einen grofen Propheten, 
Wegiweifer, Martyrer ujiw., nicht aber fiir den Giinderheiland! Wiele 
wollen auch nicht gugeben, dag er der redhte, der twahre Helfer fei. 


SEjus ijt der redjte Helfer 
. Er Tehrt uns, dag das Geiftlidhe, nit das 
Yxrdifde, die Hauptjade jei 
2. Er geigt jelbjt den redhien Wert des Gebets 
3. Er fieht unfere Mot und Hilft uns 


1 

SCjus wollte mit feinen Siingern allein fein, aber das Volf gab ihm 
feine Gelegenbeit dazu, Mtatth. 14,13; Marf.6,33. Weil er ihr Clend 
erfannte, bielt er ihnen eine lange Predigt (,,ce3 jammerte ihn”, Mark. 
6,34). Gr heilte auch ihre Rranfen, Matth. 14,14. Die Hauptfacde 
aber war die Predigt. Das war das eine, das not ijt, Quf. 10, 42. 
Darauf folgte die wunderbare Speifung der Fiinftaufend. 

Das Wunder hatte auf da3 Volf einen getwaltigen Cindruc ge- 
madt. Aber die fo wunderbar Gejpeijten gaben nun eine bverfehrte 
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Hergensgefinnung gu erfennen. Gie twollten BEfum greifen und gum 
,Srotfonig” machen, Joh.6,15. Bhnen war das Brot die Hauptjade. 
SEfus hatte feine Viinger ,,getrieben”, gendtigt, gedrungen, iiber3 Meer 
gu fahren, B.22. Gr verhinderte aud die Abjicht de3 Volfes, indem 
er e3 ,bvon fich lieR” (gweimal gefagt, B. 22. 23) und ,entwid”, 
Soh. 6, 15. 

Welch eine Leftion! Wuch in unferer Beit ftellen viele die gange 
Sache auf den Kopf, indem fie nicht die Predigt des Cvangeliums, 
fondern dad , Brot” zur Hauptjache maden. (DiesjeitSreligion, social 
gospel uftv.) Go etwas billigt SEfus nidt. Da entiveicht er. Die 
groke Hauptaufgabe der Rirde bleibt die Predigt de3 Cbvangeliums. 
SEfus ijt vor allem der Helfer aus geijtlidem Clend. 


2 

B.23. Nun war BEfus allein auf dem Berge und betete. Er 
hat lange gebetet (,,bierte Nachtwade”, 8.25). Was er in jener Nacht 
feinem bimmlifden Bater vorgetragen hat, wird uns nicht gejagt. 
Sicherlich aber wird der verfehrte Sinn des Volfes ihm fdwer auf dem 
Hergen gelegen haben. WlS mahrer Menfch wollte er dies mit feinem 
lieben Vater befprechen. Cr fuchte fo auch Kraft und Starfe fiir feine 
{ehiwierige Arbeit. — Wie twichtig fiir un3! Unfere Anliegen gehiren 
bor Gottes Thron, Pj. 50, 15; 77,4; Jef. 26,16. Beten wir fo fleigig, 
tvie twir follten? Reden wir genug mit unferm Gott? 

SEfus war allein, als er betete. Go fonnte er ungeftirt mit feinem 
lieben Vater reden. Auch uns gibt er die Weifung, im ,,Kammerlein” 
gu beten, Matth. 6,6; Dan. 6, 10. 


3 

BB. 24. Die Viinger twaren ingiwijden in Not geraten. Schon 
langft Hatten fie am Biel angelangt fein follen, aber in der vierten 
Nadhtwadhe mukten fie nocd) mit Wind und Wellen fampfen, V. 25. — 
Wh, wie oft gefchieht eS auch heute, dak wir Not Leiden miiffen, dah 
/, Wind und Wellen” uns gutwider find! 

Dies alles tar YEfu nicht berborgen, Mark. 6,48. — Auch unfere 
leibliche Not fieht der Heiland. Jn Liebe und Fiirforge adhtet er auf 
ung. Cr fam 3u feinen Siingern. Nichts hinderte ifn. Cr mandelte 
auf dem Meer, V. 25. — Auch uns fann er helfen, felbjt wenn Hilfe 
unmigli&y gu fein fdeint. (Lied 355, 4.) Oft fommt er auf gang 
twunderbare Weife gu uns. 

BY. 26. Die Viinger erfannten YEjum nicht. GSie hielten ifn fiir 
ein Gejpenft. Wnjtatt fich iiber fein Rommen gu freuen, fdjrien fie vor 
Surdht. — Wie oft gefdhieht e3, dak aud) wir JEfu Gegenwart und Hilfe 
nicht erfennen! 

B.27. YEjus trojtete feine Viinger, befonder3 indem er fich ihnen 
gu erfennen gab. Nun twollte Petrus aud auf dem Wafer gehen, VB. 28; 
auf SEfu Befehl tat er e3 aud, BV.29. Yedoch er fing an zu finfen. 
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Warum? Ynfolge feines Kleinglaubens, BV. 31, und weil er auf die 
Wellen adtete und nidt auf YEfu Wort. Wie oft wiederholt fic das 
in unferm Leben! Nur wenn wir auf YEfu Wort adten und darauj 
trauen, find tir ftarf. — etrus fdjrie: ,OErr, hilf mir!“ BEfus 
erbirte die Bitte deS Kleinglaubigen, BV. 31.32. Go lagt KEfus aud 
uns mandmal finfen, aber nidt ertrinfen. Cr betweift grope Geduld 
mit un8 in unferer Schtwadhbeit. 

Weld einen getvaltigen Cindrud dies auf die Yiinger madte und 
aud auf uns maden follte, B. 33. %. B. Vehntfen 


Zehnter Sonntag nad Trinitatis 
Matth. 23, 34—39 


Wie das altfirdlide Cvangelium des heutigen Gonntags, fo offen- 
bart aud unfer Tert die Fiille der Crbarmung de3 Weltheilandes, deck 
die ungeheure Sdhuld der Menfdheit auf, zeigt in erfdiitternder Weije 
den Ernjt der Heiligfeit und Geredhtigfeit de3 Weltrichters. 


IEfu Kiage itber da8 ungliubige Yerufalem 
1. Gr halt den Cinwohnern nog cinmal die Grogfe 
feiner Gnade vor 
2. Er dedt bie Grove ibrer Swhuld auf 
3. Er wmeisfagt ibnen das Gerigdt 


1 

Es ijt nicht eine RKlage itber Heiden, die nie Gottes Wort gehort 
haben. Was FEfu Herz um fo wehmutsvoller ftimmt, ijt die Tatfade, 
Dak e3 ein hodbegnadetes Volk ijt, iiber das er Hagen mub. Wie oft 
hatte er Das Volf verfammeln wollen! Cr, der Lehrer von Gott fommen, 
30h. 3,2, wabrhaftig, Matth. 22,16, deffen Veredjamfcit auf Freund 
und Feind getwaltigen Cindrud machte, Luf. 4,22; Matth. 7, 28. 29; 
Soh. 7,45.46; der Gottesjohn, defjen Wundermadt allgemein aner- 
fannt tourde, Joh.7,31; 11,47.48, diefer BEfus verfiindigte den 
Frieden, Apoft.10,36—38. Welde Gnade! 

Mit weldher Treue fjudhte er fiel ,,Wie eine Henne” ufw., VB. 37. 
Wie Freundlich und herglich Lodt er fie doch, V.39!1 Wie ernftlid& halt 
er ihnen noch einmal bor, ebe er fie verlagt, dak fie nur dann ifn als 
ihren Seiland jehen und an feiner Herrlichfeit teilnehmen werden, wenn 
fie in twahrem Glauben fprecjen: ,,Gelobet fei” uftv. 

Noh mehr. Er jendet ihnen Propheten ujw., V.34. Das waren 
die Apojtel, Lehrer, Prediger, Evangelijten, die das ganze Land durdh- 
gogen und ifnen nod einmal Frieden predigten. 

Gleidhe Gnade haben wir empfangen. YEfus felbft redet gu uns 
in der Schrift. Wie oft lot er un3! Mit weldher Treue geht er und 
nag! Welch eine Fille bon Predigern und Lehrern Hat unfere Synode 
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gebabt und hat fie nod, die Gottes Wort in voller Reinheit verfiindigen: 
Walther, Wynefen, Fiirbringer uftw.! 

Da die Yuden fo grope Gnade empfangen fatten, Hielt FEfus 
nicht ab, in bittere Rlage ausgubreden. Mu er ettwa aud) iiber uns 
flagen? . 


» Sor abt nicht getvollt!“ B.37. Die fo hoch begnadeten Buden 
wollten nicht hiren, nicht glauben. Weder YEju Gejebespredigt nod 
fein Gbangelium war nach ihrem Gefdmad. Wok! befduldigten fie 
SEfum der Liige, Yoh. 8,52; Matth. 27,63; wohl mwarfen fie feinen 
Anhangern Unwiffenheit vor, Joh. 7,48.49; Apoft.4,13; aber e3 war 
night ifr Verftand, fondern ihr Wille, der fie abbielt, gu BEfu gu fom- 
men, feiner Predigt gu glauben. Gie fonnten e3 nicht leugnen, daB da3, 
twas er ihnen predigte, die Wahrheit fei, Joh. 8,45.46; 11, 45—53; 
Apoft. 4,14; 5,28. Aber fie waren gu tief verjunfen in Selbjtgeredhtig- 
feit und OHeuchelei. Gie fonnten nicht twiderjtehen dem Geijt und der 
Weisheit eines Stephanus, Apoft. 6, 9.10, eines Paulus, Apojt. 9, 22; 
17,18.19. Das waren Leute, die e3 mit den Weifen diefer Welt auf- 
nehmen, die alle ihre Griinde mwiderlegen fonnten, die twirflich Weije 
twaren, die aber ihre Weisheit, die Scharfe ihres Verjtandes, ihre herr 
licen natiirliden Geiftesgaben in den Dienjft Chrifti, feines Wortes, 
feiner Rirde ftellten. Daz wollten die Feinde nicht tun; fie twollten nicht 
ifre Vernunft gefangennehmen unter den Gehorjam des Glaubens; fie 
verharteten fic) gegen das Wort, verfolgten, verjpotteten, fteinigten, 
toteten die gu ihnen Gefandten. 

Nod heute veradten viele felbft in der augeren Chrijtenheit Gottes 
Wort, fein Gefeb, fein Evangelium. Man fpottet iiber Vibelglaubige, 
man fiebt fie iiber die Schulter an, man wirft ibnen Mangel an wifjen- 
fdhaftlider Bildung vor. Man vergift, dak auch unter den Chrijten 
viele Weife und Gelehrte find, dak e3 nicht fowohl am Verjtand als am 
Willen liegt, dak man fich nicht unter Gottes Wort beugen, den Siinder- 
heiland nicht annehmen twill. 

Wie fteht e3 bet uns? CSchaben mir Gottes Wort und Gnade, twie 
e8 fich gebiihrt? Wieviel Selbftgerechtigkeit, Heudelei, Weisheitsdiinfel, 
Siindendienft, Weltliebe ufiw. findet jich unter un3! Rim. 2,4. Priifen 
tir un3! Tun wir Suge, damit uns nicht das Geridht treffel 


3 

B.38. Bhr Tempel, ihre Stadt, das ganze Gebaude ihrer ftolgen 
Selbjtgerechtigfeit, ihres fleifchlicen Pochens auf ihre Vorredhte wird in 
den Staub dabinjinfen. €3 foll iiber fie fommen alles unjculdig ver- 
gofjene Blut, BV. 35.36. CE foll ihnen gehen nach ihrem eigenen Gefes, 
2Mof.21,24.25. Bis auf den heutigen Tag erfiillt fich dies Geriddt, 
werden die Yuden vberadhtet und berfolgt. Und dad fchrecilichjte Gericht 
ijt das Gericht der Verftodung, der Vertwerfung, 2 Theff. 2, 14—16. 
Nicht als ob fie von Cwigfeit zur Verdammnis auserfehen waren. Locét 
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fie Dod) BEfus nod, BV.39. Siehe aud Rim. 11,25. Bhre Veracdhtung 
deS Heilandes und feines Wortes ijt allein fauld daran. 

Uhnlicge Gerichte find nach Gottes Heiligfeit iiber noch andere Ver- 
adter feines Cbangeliums ergangen: die Kirdhen Keinafien3, Nord- 
afrifas, im Lande der Reformation, in andern Landern Curopas, die 
die furdtbaren Folgen des Weltfrieges zu leiden haben, der als Strafe 
ihre3 Unglaubens gefandt worden ijt, die proteftantifcde Kirche unfers 
Landes, die von Gottes Wort immer weiter abgewiden ijt und nun vom 
feelenverderbliden Modernismus durchfeucht ijt. Unferer Synode wird 
eS nicht beffer ergehen, wenn fie nicht fejthalt an Chrijto und feinem 
Wort. Allein da ijt Heil und Seligfeit gu finden. Wer nicht glaubt, 
twird vberdammt, Marf. 16,16; Hof. 13,9. LaRt uns dies Heil nicht 
mutivillig verfdergen! Zh. Lat{ a 


Eljter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Matth. 16, 13—20 

Der nach menfdlider Vernunft ungleice Kampf aivifden David 
und Goliath zeigt un3, dak nicht menfdlide Kraft und Kunft den Wus- 
flag geben. Der junge David, ungeniigend ausgeriiftet, bejiegt den 
riefenjtarfen, {chwerbetwaffneten Goliath, weil Gott mit ihm war. 
Daher fonnte der Hirte fpater auch noc Konig werden. Goliath war 
berloren, weil er den wahren Gott veradhtete. Yn diejer Gefchidte ijt 
abgebildet, mas aus einem Menfchen wird, je nachdem er mit Chrijto 
oder wider ihn ijt. Chriftus ijt gemacht gu einem Fall und Arfftehen 
vieler. Das wird im Terte gezeigt. 





Wie widtig e3 ift, daf wir die redjte Stellung 3u Chrifto einnehmen 
1. Wer Chrijtum nidt fiir Gottes Sohn und der 
Welt Heiland Halt, ift berfloren 
2. Wer fim wie Petrus gu ibm befennt, ift ein 
feliger Menfaq 1 


a. ¥. 13.14. Die Leute waren verjdiedener Meinung; die einen 
Dadhten dDieS, Die andern das von Chrijto. Aber im Grunde twaren fie 
fich ecinig. Gie hielten FEjum nidt fiir Gottes Sohn und der Welt 
Heiland, fondern twobl fiir einen grogen Propheten, aber doch nur fiir 
einen Menfden, der nicht gefommen fei, der Welt Heiland zu fein, fon- 
Dern nur gu lehren, nur den Weg Zu iweifen. 

ene Leute hatten diefelbe Meinung von Chrijto, tie viele fie heute 
nod haben. Gelbjt in den meiften Kirden ift diefe Meinung gur Herr- 
fdaft gelangt: Modernismus, Leugnung der Gottheit Chrifti, BVer- 
twerfung der jtellvertretenden Genugtuung, Geligwerden durch eigene 
Werke ufiv. Diefe Stellung ift nicht fchriftgemag. 

b. Was hat das aber fiir eine Folge fiir fie? Hier nicht direkt ge- 
fagt, aber leicht gu fdliefen, BV. 17. Petrus wird felig gepriefen, weil 
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er SEfum als Gottes Sohn und der Welt Heiland befennt. Demnad 
find die andern unjelige Menfdjen. Sie haben feine Hoffnung. Gie 
ftehen nicht auf dem Fundament, das den Weltuntergang iiberdauert. 
Die Pforten der Holle werden fie iibertwaltigen. Gie find in der Gewalt 
deS Teufels; der fiihrt fie gefangen, wobhin er will (,,in Yrrtum fid ver- 
derbet”). Mur einer fann fie retten; aber den twollen fie nicht. 
Daher ijt alle ihre Arbeit vergeblic, all ihr Predigen umjonjt. Gie 
hoffen, auf ihre Weife in den Himmel gu fommen; aber fie werden damit 
gujcanden twerden. Denn wer SEjum nicht befennt als den Gobhn 
Gottes und der Welt Heiland, der ijt verforen. Wie twichtig daher, dap 
wir die rechte Stellung gu Chrijto ecinnehmen! Mur dann find wir 


felige Menjcjen. - 


a. B. 15. 16. Was Petrus befennt, ijt das Befenntnis aller 
Chrijten. Petri Sefenntnis jagt nichts anderes, alS was wir in der 
Erflarung de3 atociten AUrtifelS unjers Glaubens befennen. BY. 17 bez 
ftatigt SCjus, dak folch cin Vefenntnis das rechte ijt. Dagu find wir 
nicht dDurd ein gréperes Mak von Kiugheit gefommen, jondern das ift 
Gnadengabe Gottes. Die Folge ijt: ,,Selig bift du. Wer folche Stel- 
tung gu Chrijto einnimmt, der ijt ein feliger Menfdh. Warum? 

b. B.18. Gr ijt dann fider. Cr fteht auf einem eivig feften Fun- 
Dament. Seder Glaubige ijt durch den Glauben an YEfum, den Gohn 
Gottes und Heiland der Welt, mit dem Sieger iiber Tod, Teufel und 
Holle verbunden. YJEfu Sieg ijt dann fein Sieg. Seine Seligfeit ijt 
gejicjert, 1 Ror. 1, 30. 

B.19. Gr ijt aber auch darum ein feliger Menjch, weil er eine 
herrlicdhe Wufgabe hat. Er hat den Schlitifel gum Himmelreih. Wenn 
er Dem unbupfertigen Giinder mit Gottes Born droht, fo fdliefkt er die 
Tir gum Himmel. Und twas er fagt, hat gottlide Wutoritat. Wenn er 
dem buffertigen Siinder das Evangelium bon der Erldfung durd SEfum 
Chriftum predigt, fo dffnet er die Tir zum Himmel. Und aud das hat 
gottlicdje Wutoritat. Daher follen die Chrijten auch mit nimmermiidem 
Cifer diefes hohe Vorredht gebrauden zum Heile vieler Menjden. Sie 
find Geilande ihrer Mitmenjdjen. Sind wir nicht felige Menfaen? 

Sreilicg, der HErr legte den Viingern damal3 noch Schiweigen auf. 
Die Stunde, da fie Sffentlich auftreten follten, war noch nicht gefom- 
men, B. 20. 

Gott fet Dank, dak er unfere liebe Rirdhe nun fdon Hundert Sabre 
bei diefer Stellung gu Chrifto erhalten hat. Wir troften uns nocd immer 
damit, dak SECfus Chriftus, wahrer Gott und Menfd, unfer Erlofer ijt. 
Wir wollen darum auch eifriger werden, diefe3 in der Welt gu begzeugen. 
Cinjt werden wir dann als Gieger in den Himmel eingiehen. 

Wie widtig daher, dah wir die redte Stellung gu Chrijto ein- 
nehmen, dak wir ihn namlich wie Petrus fiir Gottes Sohn und der 
Welt Heiland halten! Tuft du e3 auch? 9. 3. Bouman 
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Bwilfter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Matth. 18, 31—35 


Veder gute Redner gebraudt Veifpiele, Gleidniffe, Gefdhicdten aus 
dem Leben. Gute RMedner tun das nicht nur, um das Yntereffe der Bu- 
hirer bon neuem gu weden, fondern befonder3 gu dem Biwedt, etwas 
flarer und berjtandlider gu macjen, um eine beftimmte Lehre den Buz 
horern tiefer eingupragen. Wir haben fdjon alle beobadhtet, wie die 
AWufmerfjamfeit der Zubdrer durch ein pafjendes Beifpiel gemedt twurde 
und twie fie dann bereit waren, bon neuem dem Redner oder Prediger 
gu folgen. 

Niemand verjtand das beffer als der Heiland. Yn feinen Pre- 
digten, wenn er dffentlid oder privatim redete, gebrauchte er gar haufig 
Gleicdnijje, Gefdidten aus dem Leben. Er fand immer neue Ver- 
gleidspunfte. Cr fiihrte feine Zubdrer hinaus in Wald und Flur, auf 
die Berge und auf Meer, in den Garten und in die Haufer, ja fogar in 
die Riche. Er tut dies befonders in unferm Tertfapitel. Vgl. BV. 34. 35. 
Gerade bei diefer Gelegenheit gebraucht er ein Gleidnis nach dem andern. 
Dies war getweisfagt worden, Kj. 78,2. Bn den giwei Gleichniffen un-z 
fers Tertes befdjreibt der Heiland 


Das herrlidhe Wahstum de Reidjes Gottes 


1. Gein Guperes Badgstum 
2. Sein innere3s Bagstum 


1 

a. 8.31.32. Der Heiland redet hier von einem Genfforn. Das 
Genfforn war den Yuden fpricdiwortlid) fiir etwas Kleines, Geringes, 
Unanjehnlices. Diefer Redetveife bedient fid) SEfus hier, ohne damit 
fagen gu twollen, dag e3 feine fleineren Gamenfirner gebe. Man ver- 
gleide 3.8. Matth. 17,20; Luf.17,6. Wenn aber ein Senffirnlein 
in bie Erde gejat wurde, ging e3 bald auf und wuchs fdnell heran. G3 
fam oft bor, DaB eS gu einem baumartigen Strauch aufwuc3, fo hoch tie 
ein Reiter gu Pferd, fo dak die Vogel de3 Himmels fich auf die Biwcige 
jegen fonnten, um Gdub vor dem Wetter und auch Speije (Gamen- 
forner) gu finden. 

b. Mit einem fold geringen, fleinen Senfforn vergleidt der Hei- 
land feine Rirde, das Simmelreidh, BV. 31. Er meift darauf hin, dag 
feine Rirdhe auc flein anfangt. Das Evangelium wird gefat, der Same 
de3 Wortes wird ausgeftreut. C3 ift guter Same, er geht aud auf, aber 
der Anfang ift oft gering. Dod) die Kirche wmadjt, breitet fich aus, wird 
groper und ftarfer und bietet allen denen Sdhub und Speife, die fid) in 
fie bineinfliidten. 

c. Die Erfahrung beftatigt die Wahrheit des Wortes Chrifti. Wie 
flein und gering fing dod feine Rirde an! Yoh. 1,36—42. Xohannes 
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und Andreas. Gie bringen ihre Briider. Bald find e3 gwaslf Apoftel. 
Dann finden wir 120 Viinger, fpater 500, 1 Ror. 15,6. Am Pfingitfeft 
find e3 fon 3,000, bald darauf 5,000, Apoft. 4,4. Der Apoftel Paulus 
bringt Dads Changelium nach RKeinafjien, Griedhenland, Magedonien, und 
bald ift Die gange Welt damit erfiillt. Schon Tertullian (ca. 200 n. Chr.) 
fonnte einem romijfden Rafer fdreiben: ,,Wir find nur feit geftern, aber 
tir haben alles erfiillt, eure Stadte, Ynfeln, Burgen, Palafte, ja fogar 
das Forum. Wir haben euch nichts gelaffen als eure Tempel. C8 find 
mehr Chriften in einer eingigen Proving al Goldaten in allen euren 
Urmeen.” Man denfe an die Reformationsgeit und an das Wadh3tum 
der Rirde in den Tagen Luthers. Man denfe an unjere eigene Synode. 
Vor hundert Jahren etiwa 600 Sachfen, bald 6,000 in der Miffouri- 
fynode, dann 600,000 und jebt mehr alZ 1,300,000. Das Senfforn ift 
getwadjen. Geradefo ijt e3 fon in mander Gemeinde gegangen. Erft 
war e8 ein fleiner Predigtplab, dann tourde eine MiffionSgemeinde ge- 
griindet, und diefe much3 dann gu einer bliihenden Gemeinde eran. 

d. Dies Gleichnis de3 Geilandes ift uns gur Lehre und gum Trojt 
gegeben worden. Wir lernen daraus, dak der Anfang der Kirde, einer 
Gemeinde, oft jehr flein ijt. Daran follen wir uns nit ftoken. Uns 
gum Troft zeigt der Heiland, daw feine Kirche und die eingelnen Ge- 
meinbden oft nur langfam an Gliedergabl gunehmen. Ya, an mandjen 
Orten fommt e3 iiberhaupt nie gu gropem Wacdhstum; die Gemeinde 


bleibt auperlic) flein. Wber folange Bef. 55,10.11 mabr ijt, fo lange 
fonnen twir auch fiderlich auf Wadhstum hoffen, aukerlid) und innerlid. 
Denn der Heiland redet in unferm Tert nicht nur von auperem Wachs- 
tum; im gtveiten Gleicdjnis redet er befonder3 bon dem mehr verborgenen, 
aber fehr noétigen inneren Wadhstum der Rirde. 


2 

a. B.33. C@bhriftus redet hier von Gauerteig. Die Sdhrift ge- 
braudht diefen Wusdruc getwdhnlid im bofen Ginn, 1 Ror. 5,6.7; Gal. 
5,9. ier im guten Ginn. Cin menig Gauerteig ins Mehl, in den 
eig, gemifdt, durdhfauert bald den gangen Teig, wie jede Hausfrau 
das tweik. Wie nun der Gauerteig die Kraft hat, einen KRlumpen Teig 
gu durdfauern, fo hat das Evangelium die Kraft, das Herz, die Seele, 
das gange Wefen eines Menfdjen, ja einer gangen Angahl von Menfden 
gu durdhdringen und gu erneuern. 

b. Das Evangelium hat fdon viele Menfden fo beeinflukt. Pau- 
lus, Wuguftinus, Luther, Walther. Woh! ift das innere Wadhstum nicht 
immer fo in die Wugen fallend tie oft das aufere. Dad Reich Gottes 
ift inwendig in eudj“, Quf. 17,21. Aber e3 ift da, two da8 Coangelium 
gepredigt mird, Rol. 3,11; 2 Petr. 3,18. 

c. Wie fteht e3 mit dir? Hat das Changelium did fdjon durd- 
dDrungen und erneuert? Lebft du anders als die Weltmenfden? Denfft 
du anders al die Kinder der Finfternis? Beigft du dein Chriftentum in 
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DdDeinem Wandel? Wie fteht es mit unferer Gemeinde? iiben wir einen 
guten Cinflug aus auf die gange Umgegend? Wenn Streit und Biwie- 
tract, Parteitwejen uftv. in der Gemeinde herrfden, wenn Glieder nicht 
nad) Gottes Wort handeln, dann merft die Welt dies bald. Wie jteht 
e3 mit un3 al Synode? Hundert Jahre lang hat der Gauerteig de3 
gottlicjen Wortes feine Kraft im Leben und Wandel unferer Gemeinden 
betviefen. Wird die’ aud im nadften Sahrhundert der Fall fein? Yoh. 
8,31.32. Mur wenn wir am Wort fefthalten, nur wenn wir diefen 
reinigenden godttliden Sauerteig alles durchdringen Iaffen, werden wir 
aud in der Zufunft Gott und feinem Reide dienen, twie twir in der 
Vergangenheit ihm gedient haben. Das gebe Gott aus Gnaden! Amen. 
©. . Rofjdfe 
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What’s Wrong with Gambling? 


Gambling is contrary to the spirit of brotherhood because it is moti- 
vated by covetousness, the desire for that which is our brother’s. As 
Herbert Spencer says: “It is a kind of action by which pleasure is ob- 
tained at the cost of pain to another.” The fact that it is the result of 
mutual agreement does not change the principle. The loser gives us 
what he has lost, not from any love of the winner, but because he took 
a chance in the hope of winning something; it is a sort of reciprocal 
covetousness; each wants something from the other without paying for 
it, and they enter into an agreement to decide by chance whose covetous 
desire shall be gratified. Two wrong motives do not make a right act. 
It is the very opposite of a gift; our Lord said: “It is more blessed to 
give than to receive”; but no gambler ever said: “It is more blessed to 
lose than to win.” There can be no gambling between men who truly 
love each other; they cannot take from each other, they cannot seek 
pleasure at the cost of pain to another nor covet each other’s money. 
They would rather share than gamble. 

Gambling is thus a form of stealing; for it is seeking to get some- 
thing from another without paying for it in goods or service. It is steal- 
ing by mutual agreement, but it is still stealing, and it proceeds from 
the same motive. Dueling is murder by mutual agreement, but the 
whole world recognizes that it is not less truly murder. So gambling 
is not less truly stealing because it is by mutual agreement. 

Gambling is also a sin against God because it is contrary to the spirit 
of stewardship. It is contrary to the’ principle of the stewardship of 
money. The gambler says: “My money is mine to do with as I like; 
if I want to gamble it away, that’s my affair.” But a man’s money is 
not his; it is God’s, and he is only the trustee. He may not do with 
it as he likes; he must use it in a constructive, brotherly way and to 
God’s glory. Some day he will be brought to account for his use of 
that money. It is common to read of a bank cashier or some other per- 
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son in a place of financial trust “borrowing” the funds committed to him 
to gamble in the hope of recouping previous losses. That is a scandalous 
misuse of the money of others, a scandalous abuse of stewardship. But 
every gamble is just as truly an abuse of stewardship; it is misusing that 
which belongs to God. 

But it is a deeper sin than that; for gambling is contrary to the 
principle of the stewardship of life. The stewardship of life means that 
each man has a service to render society, under God, and as he renders 
that service is entitled to a return from society for the provision of his 
needs. “From every man according to his ability, to every man accord- 
ing to his need.” But no man is entitled to a return from society except 
as he contributes, according to his ability, to the sum total of social 
wealth, material and spiritual. Gambling runs directly counter to this 
basic principle. It is an attempt to get a return from society without 
making any contribution. It is a desire to get “something for nothing,” 
and that desire is not only folly, it is sin. 

It may seem a little silly to apply these principles to “pitching pen- 
nies.” But principles apply in small things as well as in great. If it is 
wrong to gamble with large sums, it is wrong to gamble with pennies. 
We see that clearly enough in stealing. The boy who “snitches” an 
apple from the grocery store may protest, “Aw, nobody’ll miss it!” And 
that is true enough, but it is stealing just the same. So that fact that 
no one will lose very much “pitching pennies” must not be allowed to 
obscure the more important fact that it is gambling and contrary to the 
principles of brotherhood and stewardship. 

It may be objected that a great deal of business violates, in spirit, 
these same principles. Many a man is in business seeking to take busi- 
ness away from another man, seeking profit in such a way that it will 
mean loss to his competitors. He is in business, not as a “public servant,” 
but frankly to make money; he is not concerned with the question of 
whether he is rendering society a service which warrants the profit he 
is making. The “profit motive,” divorced from brotherhood and steward- 
ship and service, is only too prominent in modern business. But this 
does not justify gambling; it condemns that spirit of business. If our 
condemnation of gambling strikes a blow at some kinds of business, we 
must not “pull our punches”; what’s wrong’ is wrong, whether public 
opinion justifies it or not. 

If gambling is sin, as we have seen that it is, then Christians must 
avoid it with all circumspectness. Above all, churches and Christian 
organizations must avoid money-raising schemes which involve in any 
way the element of gambling. When the Church has cleaned up its own 
yard and Christians have clear moral convictions on the subject, then 
we can attack with greater liberty the plague of gambling in society. 

Rev. Banes ANDERSON, in the Presbyterian 


Joshua 11:13 


Dr. G. Ernest Wright, editor of the Biblical Archeologist, offers the 
following interesting information on this verse: 
“The King James Version of Josh. 11:13 reads as follows: ‘But as for 
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the cities that stood still in their strength (marginal reading: on their 
heap), Israel burned none of them save Hazor only.’ The Hebrew word 
here translated ‘strength’ is one of the oldest words in the human lan- 
guage. It is tell and means a mound made up of the ruins of many 
cities, long since destroyed. The Joshua passage therefore would best 
be translated: ‘the cities that stood on their tells, that is, on the mounds 
made up of ruins which were centuries in accumulating. Not only does 
the word tell exist today in modern Arabic with the same meaning, 
but it existed long before the days of the Israelites in Babylonia. As 
early as 2000 B.C. there were deserted mounds in Babylonia, made up 
of the ruins of many cities long since disappeared. 

“It is scarcely surprising that the translators of the Authorized Ver- 
sion did not understand what this word means (the Revised Version 
translates it correctly); for a tell is a phenomenon of Western Asia, ap- 
pearing nowhere else. In its most typical form a tell is a truncated cone, 
the sides of which are kept regular by the stumps of old city walls still 
remaining in them. One city was destroyed; another was erected out 
of its ruins, and thus a little higher up than the last; and so on. The 
description of Ai in Josh. 8:28 is therefore an eloquent one: ‘And Joshua 
burned Ai and made it a tell forever, even a desolation unto this day.’” 
(Vol. 1, No.1, p.12.)* P. E. K. 


* It is interesting to note that Luther translated, in chap. 11:13: “Doch ver- 
brannten die Kinder Israel keine Staedte, die auf Huegeln stunden.” 
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Making Plans for the Lutheran World Convention in 1940.— From 
the Lutheran we learn that Dr. Knubel, president of the U.L.C.A., and 
Dr. Ralph H. Long, secretary of the National Lutheran Council, went to 
Europe to attend a meeting of the Executive Committee of the Lutheran 
World Convention. The other members of this committee are Erling 
Eidem, Archbishop of the Church of Sweden, Bishops Marahrens and 
Meiser of Hanover and Bavaria, respectively, and Alfred T. Jorgensen of 
Copenhagen. Dr. Hans Lilje is the executive secretary of this committee. 

The World Convention is to meet in Philadelphia, May 24 to June 2 
next year. The Lutheran writes: “Unless the basis of representation is 
larger than at previous Lutheran World Conventions, the number of 
official delegates will not exceed 175. But Lutheran church organizations 
in twenty-seven countries are eligible to send delegates.” If all unionistic 
features could be eliminated, this World Convention might be welcomed 
as an important agency in bringing about doctrinal agreement in the 
Lutheran Church. A. 


The Federal Council Planning a World-State. — This is the comment 
of Ernest Gordon, able commentator of religious and ecclesiastical move- 
ments, whose interesting paragraphs appear from time to time in the 
Sunday-school Times. In a recent issue (May 20) he writes: “At the 
Madras International Missionary Council the German delegates set them- 
selves squarely in opposition to the light-hearted Americans with their 
social programs. ‘If any of the present panaceas offered to man are 
realized, it will not be the kingdom of God. We should not become 
easily optimistic, thinking that material development here and social 
progress there are necessarily the coming of the Kingdom. We should 
emphasize the words of the Creed “He shall come again to judge the 
quick and the dead,” and believe that only this eschatological attitude 
can save the Church from being secularized.’ (This is the suggestion 
of the Germans at Madras.) A paper submitted by the Federal Council 
of Churches of Christ in America to the Madras Conference may explain 
the German protest. It proposed plans for a world society of nations. 
‘The Christian forces of the world, having solemnly pronounced judg- 
ment upon unqualified national sovereignty, as they did at Oxford, should 
next declare that there must be a world authority, to which alone the 
necessary aspects and degrees of sovereignty can be ceded by nations... . 
It may be objected that to propose the limitation of national sovereignty 
is futile because it is the very basis of the present world order. But 
this should not discourage Christians. The Christian Church has a world 
view and an inclusive concern for all peoples. It is therefore incumbent 
upon it to define the kind of order which is essential to the welfare of 
the world. ... By resolutely advocating the world commonwealth of 
nations, . . . the Church can meet an unprecedented opportunity and 
fulfil a grave responsibility” (This is the proposal of the Federal 
Council.) Last year at Utrecht the Federal Council was planning a 
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world-church; this year in Madras it planned a world-state. ‘My king- 
dom is not of this world’ evidently has no admonition for it.” 

Gordon’s verdict is strikingly correct and in full accord with the 
Augustana, which writes on this point: “Therefore the power of the 
Church and the civil power must not be confounded. The power of the 
Church has its own commission, to teach the Gospel and to administer 
the Sacraments. Let it not break into the office of another; let it not 
transfer the kingdoms of this world; let it not abolish lawful obedience; 
let it not interfere with judgments concerning civil ordinances or con- 
tracts; let it not prescribe laws to civil rulers concerning the form 
of the Commonwealth.” (Cf. Art. 28, 12ff.; Triglot, p.85.) Today the 
Calvinistic church group is just as eager “to break into the office of the 
State” as is Romanism, and it is our duty to proclaim the truth to both 
these erring sects. J.T. M. 


The World Council of Churches.— New York (RNS).— Thirty-six 
churches from 19 nations of the world have officially joined the World 
Council of Churches, according to latest reports from headquarters of the 
council in Geneva. The complete list follows: 

Australia: Presbyterian Church of Australia; Canada: Church of 
England in Canada, United Church of Canada; China: Church of Christ 
in China; Czechoslovakia: Evangelical Church of Bohemian Brethren; 
Estonia: Evangelical Lutheran Church, Orthodox Church in Estonia; 
Finland: Evangelical Lutheran Church; France: Reformed Church of 
France, Reformed Church of Alsace and of Lorraine; Germany: Old 
Catholic Church of Germany; Great Britain: Baptist Union of Great 
Britain and Ireland, the Salvation Army; Holland: Old Catholic Church 
of Holland; India: Federation of Evangelical Lutheran Churches in India, 
Mar Thoma Syrian Church of Malabar; Latvia: Orthodox Church in 
Latvia; Lithuania: Reformed Church of Lithuania; Netherlands East 
Indies: Protestant Church of the Netherlands East Indies; Poland: Evan- 
gelical Church of the Augsburgian Confession, United Evangelical 
Church, Polish National Catholic Church; Sweden: Church of Sweden; 
Switzerland: Old Catholic Church of Switzerland; United States of 
America: Congregational and Christian Churches; International Con- 
vention of the Disciples of Christ, Evangelical Church, United Lutheran 
Church in America, African Methodist Episcopal Church, Polish National 
Catholic Church of America, Rumanian Orthodox Episcopate in America, 
Evangelical and Reformed Church, Presbyterian Church in the United 
States of America, Presbyterian Church in the United States, Syrian 
Antiochian Church of North America; Yugoslavia: Old Catholic Church 
of Yugoslavia.— The Living Church, June 21, 1939. 


A New Mission in Belgium.— Pastor F. Kreiss, in Le Luthérien 
Francais, under the heading “Une Mission Lutheriénne en Belgique,” 
reports a new mission opening for our small Lutheran Church in France 
in the neighboring country of Belgium, which is almost 100 per cent. 
Roman Catholic, since here, four hundred years ago, the cause of the 
Reformation was tyrannically suppressed. Nevertheless, in this country 
there now exists a small group of evangelical Christians who through 
their minister have appealed to our Pastor Kreiss in Paris for instruction 
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in the Lutheran doctrine. During the World War Mr. L. Hellings acci- 
dentally (?) secured a copy of the Gospel according to St.John. He read 
it eagerly and soon found that he could not be a stanch Romanist and 
yet accept John’s gospel. The Word of God so impressed him that he 
discontinued attending the Catholic services even when, after the War, 
he had returnd home to his mother, who sharply rebuked him for not 
going to church with her. One Sunday, when again his mother and 
sisters had left for church and he for a long walk in his native town, 
he saw a book lying on the ground. Picking it up, he discovered that 
it was the New Testament. He took the book home, and now his mother 
and sisters joined him in his Bible-study, the final upshot of which was 
that they, too, turned away from the Roman Catholic Church. The little 
group that gathered around them in the course of time met with the 
American Methodists but were not satisfied with their services and re- 
ligious tenets. Then hearing of our Lutheran work in Paris, Mr. Hellings 
wrote a long letter to Pastor Kreiss, asking him for more detailed in- 
formation on Lutheranism, of which he had heard in the course of his 
religious research. In closing his letter to Pastor Kreiss, he said: “For 
five years I have now carried on my work as missionary in Antwerp 
(Anvers), where by the grace of God I was able to gather a small con- 
gregation, faithful and very promising, and walking alone and inde- 
pendently on the way of evangelical truth. Belgian Christians find it 
hard to accustom themselves to the worship of the Calvinistic sects 
because these lay so little stress on the holy Sacraments. I myself 
have always felt the coldness and emptiness which resulted therefrom. 
Also, we have taken care in our small congregation at Antwerp to con- 
tinue in the teachings of the Gospel, which we proclaim simply and in 
all its purity, and in the administration of the Sacraments as our Savior 
gave them to His Church. Consequently even outwardly our way of 
celebrating divine services is closely related —it was so even when we 
knew nothing of the Lutheran Church —to the Church with which we 
have now become acquainted and which we hope to join.” 

If Pastor Hellings will join our Lutheran Church, a new country in 
Europe can be added to the number of those in which we now proclaim 
“God’s Word and Luther’s doctrine pure.” Let us include also this 
new mission in Belgium in our intercessions, as Pastor Hellings asks us 
to do when he writes: “We ask our brethren to pray for us that the 
Savior may grant us strength to continue the work begun in His name.” 

J.T. M. 

Concomitance. — Dr. B. Ivins, Bishop of Milwaukee (Episcopalian), 
finds that “the subject of the use of the common cup in Holy Com- 
munion has become a grave one owing to local health regulations.” 
Moreover, “a new fad or fashion of some women of today has presented 
the matter in a new and disgusting and revolting manner. I refer to the 
custom of women painting their lips.” The Bishop of Milwaukee is not 
in favor of intinction. But he has found a remedy. “It seems to me 
therefore that there is but one further method to consider, and that is 
the withdrawal of the chalice from the laity and to communicate them 
under the one species of bread only.” And in his pastoral address, pub- 
lished in the Living Church of June 7, he justifies this method of getting 
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rid of the common cup. “Are we, then, ready to break with these Scrip- 
tural and Anglican traditions and teachings? Are we being compelled 
to break with them? And if we are, then let me give you, briefly and 
sketchily, some theological and philosophical considerations. First, some 
pure logic and philosophy.” Before reading on, let the reader take up 
Luther’s Bericht an einen guten Freund von beider Gestalt des Sakra- 
ments, auf des Bischofs zu Meissen Mandat (19,1344 ff.) and see what 
comes of mixing “pure logic” with theology. “Das Allerfeinste aber in 
des Bischofs Zettel ist, dass die Pfarrherren sollen das Volk lehren, wie 
unter der einen Gestalt der ganze Jesus Christus, Gottes Sohn, Gott und 
Mensch, dazu sein Leib und Blut sei... . Hiezu schlaegt nun die Kon- 
komitantien, das ist, die Folge. Weil Christi Leib nicht ohne Blut ist, 
so folgt daraus, dass sein Blut nicht ohne die Seele ist; daraus folgt, dass 
seine Seele nicht ohne die Gottheit ist; . . . daraus folgt, dass, wer das 
Sakrament (auch einerlei Gestalt) isst, der frisst den Bischof zu Meissen 
mit seinem Mandat und Zettel... .” You will have to read the whole 
section. Then you will be prepared to read what the Bishop of Mil- 
waukee has to say on concomitance. Here it is: 

“Now, it is axiomatic: Wherever is the body of a living man, there 
must also be his soul. And our Lord Jesus Christ, being raised from 
the dead, dieth no more and is alive forevermore. Ergo. Wherever the 
body of Christ is, there is also the soul of Christ. Also, the sacred 
humanity of our blessed Lord has not, nor ever has had, any personal 
existence except as united to His divinity. The person of God the Son 
assumed a human body and a human soul. Ergo. Wherever the body 
or soul of Jesus Christ is, there is also the person of God the Son. 

“Another axiom: One thing cannot be two different things at the 
same time. And the presence of that which makes a thing a thing con- 
stitutes the presence of the thing. Now, that which constitutes the body 
of Christ is the substance of human flesh which He took of the Virgin 
Mary, His mother. Ergo. The presence of the substance of the flesh of 
Christ constitutes the presence of His body. 

“Yet another axiom: Wherever the body of a living man is, there also 
are his bones and all things pertaining to the perfection of his nature. 
These points are the very foundation principles of the Incarnation, and 
to deny them places one beyond the pale of Christianity. 

“Now apply these principles to the matter in hand. If any presence 
of Christ under the forms of bread and wine is acknowledged, it follows 
that, as by the power of consecration the body of Christ is present under 
the form of bread, there is present also His human soul. This is the 
theological doctrine of concomitance. And where the sacred humanity 
is present, there also is present the divine person of God the Son. More- 
over, it follows that this presence is substantial and that the consecrated 
bread is, as we say in the catechism, the ‘sign,’ while the reality, or 
‘thing, there present is the body of Christ. (Sacramentum and Res 
Sacramenti.) So, too, with regard to the sacred blood. But as our Lord 
is living, one part of His human nature cannot be present without the 
rest. Ergo, the whole Christ, body and soul and divinity, is present under 
each kind in the Sacrament—the body by the words of consecration 
and the rest by concomitance, etc. This doctrine of concomitance lays 
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down the premise that the body and blood of Christ, although once 
separated in death, are no more separable and therefore are not to be 
separated from each other by the Sacrament. Furthermore, Christ is 
wholly and indivisibly present in His human and divine natures in each 
of the consecrated species and in every several particle of each. Such a 
definition may seem excessively logical and exact in view of the myste- 
riousness of the subject, but I believe it to be indisputable and necessary 
to our consideration. 

“Let us, then, understand that, while reception of Holy Communion 
in one kind, that is, in the case before us, of the bread alone, does in 
some way and to some degree mutilate the Sacrament, yet under either 
form alone the recipient does partake of the whole Christ and therefore 
makes a valid and satisfying Communion.” 

The Bishop of Milwaukee is as serious about this matter as the 
Bishop of Meissen was, only not quite so autocratic. “I do not propose 
to give the clergy any further direction in this matter, nor do I impose 
anything I have said upon any conscience, but I do submit it to the con- 
sideration of you all, clergy and laity, and unless and until either our 
own General Convention or the Lambeth Conference shall take further 
action in the matter, I will not question the practise in any cure within 
this diocese where the chalice may be withdrawn from the laity if it is 
done with acquiescence of a clear and responsible majority of them... . 
If Communion in one kind is adopted as the parish use and some still 
wish to receive in both kinds, provision should be made to meet the 
wishes of those individuals.” E. 

“Why We are Opposed to Methodist Union.” — Under this heading 
the Christian Beacon (May 25) publishes the protest of dissenting Meth- 
odists, whose objections to the Methodist Union consummated in Kansas 
City remained unheard. Among other things we read in their protest: 
“Bishop Francis J. McConnell, in his book The Christlike God, has this 
to say concerning Christ as God: ‘Is not this tendency to deify Jesus 
more heathen than Christian?’ In other words, he declares that, if we 
think of Christ as God, then we are heathen in our thinking.” — 
“Further, in the same book, Bishop McConnell says: ‘Back in the early 
ages of the Church there were some, probably only a few thinkers, who 
taught that Satan had a claim on the souls of men which only the death 
of the Son of God could satisfy, and that God met the obligation by 
sending the Son to the cross. As an intellectual construction this theory 
arouses only amused pity today, but its aim is as self-evident as that 
of any other theory of atonement ever built, namely, to declare that 
God Himself will do whatever is necessary for the salvation of men.’ 
Bishop McConnell avers that the Scriptural doctrine of the cross only 
arouses amused pity; but the Bible very clearly teaches that the cross 
was necessary.” — “Bishop Ivan Lee Holt, one of the new bishops of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church, South, was so popular that he was elected 
bishop on the first ballot. Bishop Holt has stated that the blood Gospel 
of Jesus Christ was outmoded.” — “Bishop Holt also has stated that the 
work being done by that great missionary organization the China Inland 
Mission ‘could not reach modern China.’ That means that the preaching 
of the faithful missionaries under the direction of that great missionary 
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organization is worthless to modern China. Yet thousands upon thou- 
sands of Chinese have been saved through the work of these mis- 
sionaries.” — “Bishop Holt advocates a world church, and this is his 
set-up: ‘First, the Protestant churches must unite. Then this great 
Protestant Church will meet with the Greek Catholic Church and unite; 
and lastly this great body will meet with the Roman Catholic Church 
and work out a plan for a World Christian Church.” Think of it! It 
would be a world church, but not Christian.” — “Rev. E. Stanley Jones, 
held up by many as one of the outstanding Christian leaders of our day 
and no doubt a leader in the New Methodist Church, says in his book 
The Choice before Us that he ‘believes in the fatherhood of God and the 
brotherhood of man,’ which the Bible rejects. In the same book he says 
of atheistic and godless Russia, ‘I am persuaded that the Russian expe- 
riment is going to help, and I was about to say, to force Christianity 
to rediscover the meaning of the kingdom of God upon earth.” That 
means: Atheistic Russia, with all its godlessness, is going to show the 
Christian Church how really to interpret Christianity.” — “Kagawa, a man 
from Japan, has been eulogized by all of these church-leaders, and his 
writings have been accepted by them. Kagawa sets aside the blood of 
Christ as a sin-cleansing agent. He says: ‘Not that physical blood can 
redeem the sins of the soul, but to love other men enough to be willing 
to pour out your blood for them, that is the acme of spiritual love.’ 
In effect, he states that the blood of Jesus Christ is not necessary to 
salvation.” — The protest closes with the paragraph: “We could continue 
to pile up evidence of the apostasy that will be brought to the New 
Methodist Church by these leaders; but this is sufficient. Reviewing 
the evidence above helps us to state our reason why we are opposed 
to the Methodist Union as follows: Because of the apostasy and unbelief 
of these leaders of the Methodist Episcopal Church and their acceptance 
of the beliefs of such men as Kagawa, we are taking our stand against 
the Methodist Union.” What an accursed thing Modernism is, is again 
proved both by these quotations from modernistic writers and by the 
tyranny which its leaders exercise over all who refuse to accept its false 
teachings. And, let us not forget, the open gate to Modernism is 
unionism. J.T.M. 

Constitution Sunday. — The attention of the Lutheran has been called 
to a joint resolution introduced into the Congress of the United States 
by which the Sunday preceding September 17 would receive a special 
civic place in the calendar. The bill was offered in the Upper House 
by Senator Davis of Pennsylvania. It reads: 

“Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That the Sunday immediately 
preceding September 17 of each year is hereby designated and shall 
hereafter be known as Constitution Sunday, to be held in grateful re- 
membrance for the privileges enjoyed under the Constitution of the 
United States, and the President is authorized and requested to issue 
annually a proclamation calling upon the people of the United States 
to observe such Constitution Sunday in an appropriate manner.” 

That the Christian citizens of the United States are open to the calls 
of their Government and willing that the churches should manifest their 
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loyalty and interest “in the powers that be” goes without saying. We 
accept the revealed principle that “the powers that be are ordained of 
God,” and we recognize in the officers of state and nation and in the 
institutions of our Government those who have the rule over us. We 
deem the relationship of Church and State that is established in the 
Republic by the Bill of Rights among the most essential for the con- 
tinuance of the liberty we enjoy. We consider so highly providential 
as to be properly a reason for devout thanks to almighty God the 
Constitution’s careful balancing of civil and ecclesiastical authority, so 
that the Christian citizen can serve both Church and State and be served 
by both impartially without entanglements of his loyalty. And because 
the relationships are so essential, we must scan critically any legislation 
proposed. 

First of all, the wording of a bill should be as nearly free from 
ambiguity in meaning as the English language permits. The draft of 
the bill quoted above is faulty in that it proposes that a certain Sunday 
is to be held in grateful remembrance. We assume that the subject 
of grateful remembrance is the Constitution, but it is not so stated. The 
concluding words, “in an appropriate manner,” are also ambiguous. 
When is a manner of observance “appropriate”? For example, the 
President annually issues a proclamation which declares the last Thurs- 
day in November to be a national holiday to be devoted to thanksgiving. 
Originally it was to God that the thanks were directed. In recent years 
the object of devotion is very obscurely recognized. Also, in these days 
of shifting theories of government one is justified in asking for quite 
definite specifications for presidential proclamations that are issued to 
the churches. It is reported that the Roman Catholic hierarchy in the 
United States has agreed upon the injection of certain distinctively 
partisan issues into the celebration of Labor Day by members of that 
communion. We knew of the project for a Constitution Sunday before 
we read of the Roman Catholic proposition. Is there involved in this 
designation of days in September an application of David Harum’s version 
of the Golden Rule — “Do unto your neighbor as he would do unto you, 
and do it first”? And if so, who was first? We do not hesitate to inject 
here our personal belief that this latest “act of isolation” on the part 
of the Catholic hierarchy is loaded with possibilities of danger to Amer- 
ican industrial and economic unity. Labor Day is not by its nature of 
a character and purpose that lend themselves to either hierarchical or 
evangelical partisanship. We believe both a protest and counteraction 
must follow action by any minority of the country that subjects any 
national holy day to sectarian domination.— The Lutheran. 

The Temple of Religion at the New York World’s Fair. — On the last 
Sunday in April the Temple of Religion at the New York World’s Fair 
was “dedicated” to the fatherhood of God and the brotherhood of man. 
Of this the Christian Beacon (May 4) writes: “Prominent leaders of 
the Jewish, Catholic, and Protestant faiths united in expounding on the 
fatherhood of God. ... The meeting closed in warm support of the 
theory of the brotherhood of man.” — “Differences of ritual and cere- 
mony were soon sunk in a ‘program,’ the common theme becoming the 
‘belief in a God.’ Traditional differences of church decorum also were 
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soon abandoned.” Of the unchristian prayers delivered on the occasion 
we quote parts to show the extreme syncretism and rank idolatry prac- 
tised by unbelieving Jews and denying Christians. Said Rev. J.I. Blair 
Larned, Suffragan Bishop of the Episcopal Church: “In these days, so 
prone to the peril of shallow thinking, lead us, we pray Thee, step by 
step, up Thy holy hill, wherein, lifted above the storms of intolerance, 
the clouds of prejudice, and the mists of passion, we may think Thine 
own thoughts after Thee.” Said Wm.Church Osborn, president of the 
Temple of Religion: “Here we affirm that the eternal verities of faith 
and freedom are right in control of our lives. Here the leaders of the 
three religious faiths most largely practised in this country invite in 
developing an ideal.” Said Grover Whalen: “Catholics, Jews, and 
Protestants have come forward in providing the temple and its gardens. 
Surely this edifice is a sign that doctrines of hate need not prevail in 
the world, and that, removed from fear, we may work together with 
increased vigor for the happier moments and finer things of life.” Said 
Rabbi David De Sola Pool: “Religion must not divide. It must unite us. 
Here in this Temple of Religion men and women of different creeds 
but of one religious spirit shall meet in full, free, frank fellowship of 
the spirit, renouncing racialism, learning to love the Lord, our God, with 
all our soul and all our mind, and learning to love our neighbor as 
ourselves. This Temple of Religion leads our minds to the recognition 
that man’s only glory is his understanding of God.” Said the Rev. Dr. 
R. W. Searle, general secretary of the Greater New York Federation of 
Churches: “To have built three temples, twenty or a hundred chapels, 
would have been to symbolize a past darkened with human pride and 
sinful with religious strife. But we are saying with united voice that 
there is one God and that it is His will that men should live in brother- 
hood.” Said Mgr. John J. Clarke, dean of the Catholic clergy of Queens: 
“I want to congratulate the Fair authorities for their eventual decision 
to erect this monument as a common profession of faith in the existence 
of a God. Our presence here this morning is to my mind an indication 
that we believe in God the Father Almighty, Creator of heaven and 
earth.” — The syncretistic religion glorified at the dedication of this 
Temple of Religion is that of Freemasonry and represents the total 
denial of all fundamentals that Christianity teaches. J.T. M. 


Sir W.M. Ramsay Deceased.— New Testament students will learn 
with regret that Sir W.M. Ramsay died, eighty-eight years old. As he 
himself said, when he started out on his career as a classical scholar 
making researches in Asia Minor, he accepted the views sponsored by 
negative higher critics. By and by he was confronted with evidences 
which showed him that one of the critics’ prime assumptions, the un- 
reliability of the Book of Acts, was utterly wrong. Though not arriving 
at the conviction of the inerrancy of the Scriptures, he vigorously de- 
fended the trustworthiness of St. Luke’s writings. His immense learning 
in the field of Latin and Greek literature, coupled with fearless devotion 
to what he believed to be true, made the works in which he defended 
the Sacred Record valuable additions to exegetical and apologetic litera- 
ture. His searching investigation into the problem of the census taken 
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at the time when our Savior was born has probably done more to 
silence those attacking Luke 2:1,2 than the work of any other scholar 
during the last sixty years. The titles of some of his works are: The 
Church in the Roman Empire (1897), Was Christ Born in Bethlehem? 
(1899), Pictures from the Apostolic Church (1910), Luke the Physician 
(1908), St. Paul the Traveler and the Roman Citizen (1895), The Letters 
to the Seven Churches (1905), The Cities of St. Paul. A. 


A Business Man Prepares to Enter the Ministry.— The following, 
having originally appeared in the Watchman-Ezxaminer, is too good not 
to pass on. “C. Daniel Boone, a prominent young Chicago banker and 
a great-great-grandson of the famous pioneer, recently closed his desk, 
resigned his business connections, and prepared to enter the Episcopal 
ministry. He is a graduate of the University of Chicago. In taking 
this step, he said, ‘I feel I can render a better service to my fellow-man 
by proclaiming the unsearchable riches of the Gospel of Jesus Christ, 
which is, after all, the great business in life.’ We are desirous of drawing 
attention to this incident because Mr. Boone had become established in 
the business world and also because he speaks as a representative of 
business men when he says, ‘I find beneath the surface of business life 
a deep spiritual longing. Men know they are not finding what satisfies. 
They are spiritually starving, and they want the broadening of life. 
I believe the return to religion is the only thing which will save de- 
mocracy. It provides the incentive for justice and brotherhood on which 
alone any free civilization can be built.” Whether one can say that, 
in order to save democracy, there must be a return to religion we doubt. 
In general, however, the statement of Mr. Boone is cheering. A. 

Brief Items.— Next fall will see a new associate professor at the 
Divinity School of the University of Chicago, Dr. John Knox, elected to 
serve in the Department of Preaching. During the past school-year he 
was associate professor of New Testament at Hartford Theological Sem- 
inary. He is a dyed-in-the-wool Modernist. 

The successor of the late Cardinal Hayes as Archbishop of New 
York is Mgr.Francis Joseph Spellman, hitherto Auxiliary Bishop 
of Boston. According to the Christian Century the Catholic Directory 
for 1939 states that the Roman Catholic Church in the United States 
numbers 21,000,000 members, 33,000 priests, 18,000 parishes, 133 bishops. 

It will be recalled that last December the Baptist churches in 
Rumania were ordered closed. Now the church press reports that 
these churches are to be, or have been, reopened. 

From the Lutheran Companion we see that in the Scandinavian 
countries church authorities are thinking of admitting women to the 
holy ministry. In Denmark a woman who has finished a course in 
theology has received a call as assistant pastor. Norway has decided 
to ordain women. Sweden, it is thought, will sooner or later take 
the same course. The editor of the Lutheran Companion calls the 
ordaining of women a moot question and says he is rather inclined 
to “question the advisability of such a step.” We wish he would have 
taken the position of Paul and said that such a procedure has to 
be opposed. A. 
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cordia Publishing House, 3558 S. Jefferson Ave., St. Louis, Mo. 


Das Bud) der Fiihrung. Kap. 36—50 des erften Buches Moje. Fitr Freunde 
und Verichter der Bibel ausgelegt von Mag. Helmut Frey. 1939. Calter 
Vereinshudhandlung, Stuttgart. 232 Seiten 534x834. Preis: RM. 4.00. 

Bezeichnend fiir den Jnhalt diefeS Buches, das auf das , Buch der WUnfainge” 
deSfelben Verfaffers folgt, ift fon die Widmung ,Fiir Freunde und Veriadter 
der Bibel ausgelegt”. Bezeichnend ift auc) die Bermerfung in der Cinfiihrung 
gum Buch, dak der ,Widerftand de8 einft hiftorifd-fritifd eingeftellten Berfaffers 
an der Macht der Schrift zerbrochen ift”. Der Grundgedanfe de3 BVerfaffers, in 

Eregeje und Wusfiihrung, ergibt fic) aus feiner eigenen Darlegung: ,Charafte- 

riftijdh fiir Das Bud) der Fithrung‘ ift, dak darin — deutlicher vielleidht als in 

einem andern Teil der Bibel — die Handlung in ihren hiftorifden Linien durd- 
fichtig wird fiir ewige Linien der ReicdhSgotteSpolitif, dak in den Schidfalen der 

Handelnden und leidenden Perjonen urbildhaft die Wege Chrifti und feiner Ge- 

meinde und ihr Kampf hervortreten.” (©. 10.) 8 will un8 fcheinen, dab in be- 

jug auf den Iebten Punft die Anwendung de$ Verfaffers manchmal allegorifie- 
rend ift; aber e8 ift trokdem flar, daf das Buch durchweg von dem Standpuntt 
eines bibelgliubigen Gelehrten aus gefdrieben ift, und gwar eines Gelehrten, der 
auf Grund deS Urtertes feine Eregefe bietet. BYeder Wbfchnitt wird mit einer 
wirtliden Tberfegung eriffnet, an die fic) cine furze Erflirung anfdhlieBt. Die 
ntheologifche Befinnung” bietet die Anwendung des Verfaffers, und hier tinnen 
wir igm dfter nidt folgen. BefonderS widhtig ift die Whhandlung iiber schiloh in 

Gen. 49, das der Verfaffer mit ,der Rubhevolle” iiberfekt. Er nimmt dabei voll 

und ganz Die meffianifde Deutung der Stelle an. Beder Paftor, der fic) itber- 

Haupt noch mit Cregefe befchaftigt, und befonders jeder, der nocd) auf Grund de 

UrterteS intenfive Studien treibt, wird in diefem Buche eine Fiille wertvollen 

Materials finden. yf. € Kregmann 


Das erfte Samuclisbud. Von Hans Wwsmuffen. Chr.-Raifer-Verlag, Miinden. 
174 Seiten 6X9. Preis: RM. 3.70. SRartoniert. 

AsSmuffens Wuslegung deS erften Samuelisbuchs fann unfern Paftoren warm 
empfoblen werden, wenn wir auch nicht allen Ausfiihrungen de8 Verfaffers bei- 
ftimmen. ther die Methode feiner UWuslegung fedhreibt der Berfaffer in feinem 
Vorwort die folgenden beherzigenSwerten Worte: C8 ift eine in der Chriften- 
Heit feit alter geiibte Crfenntni8, die meineS WiffenS nie fo far wie in der 
Reformationszeit ausgefprocen worden ift, dab die Heilige Schrift felbft der 
Weg gu ifr ift; denn fie legt fich felbjt aus. MNidt die Vorverftindniffe, die wir 
von ihr haben finnen, find entfdeidend, fondern das ift entfcheidend, ob wir 
bereit find, auf die Heilige Schrift gu Hiren und fie 3u fragen, twas fie un8 gu 
er3ablen hat und twelcheS Biel fie wohl damit verfolgt. Denn dariiber fann ja 
nur fie felbft authentifd Wustunft erteilen. Wus diefem Grunde liegt fo viel 
Daran, dab der Wortlaut der Schrift in feinem einfiltigen Verftande genommen 
wird. Die nichften Generationen in der_ Kirche werden davon leben oder daran 
fterben, ob Prediger oder Hirer deS WorteS da find, die fich gunacdhft einfach da- 
mit aufrieden geben, auf die Schrift gu biren.” (SC. 7.) 
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Reider befolgt der Verfaffer nist immer feinen Grundjfak, fo wenn er S. 84 
pon einer wirflidben Miglichfeit deS FalleS bei SEfu Verjuchung redet. Auch ift 
1 Sam. 14, 36 nist von einer Cinmifdung de$ PriefterS die Rede. (S. 91.) 
Usmuffen hat aud) fein Recht, die Weisfagung Samuels, feiner Schiiler und | 
Sauls mit Raferet gu identifizieren. (©. 127.) Er redet von einer Macht, ,,die 
na) Dem Wortlaute deS Textes jener andern Macht nahe verwandt fein mug, 
die Saul jewels zur Raferei bringt. (18, 10.) Das Merkwiirdige ift, dak fie 
hier alS die Macht erfcheint, welche bon Samuel und feinen Genoffen Befik er- 
gtiffen hat: Samuel wei8fagt (raft) an der Spike einer Prophetenfdar, die 
ebenjo wie er im Suftande der Weis8fagung (der Raferei) fic befindet’. Bu diefer 
Wuslegung gibt der Wortlaut dem Berfaffer durchaus fein Recht, ebenfowenig 
wie Gejenius-Bubhl in feinem Wirterbud) das Recht hat, als gweite Bedeutung 
de8 Hitpael von NII, ,rafen”, aufzufiihren. LS eingige Belegftelle fihrt Gefenius 
1 Sam. 18, 10 an und vergleidt Jer. 29,26; aber weder die Tatjade, dak Saul 
weisjagte, 1 Sam. 18, 10, noc) dak Propheten und Verriidte auf gleide Stufe ge- 
ftellt werden, Jer. 29, 26, beweift, Dak weiSfagen jemal8 rafen heipt. Dak 
der gottlofe Saul weisfagte, fommt von demjelben Gott, der durch den gottlojen 
RKaiphas prophezeite, und in Jer. 29, 26 ift eS ein Feind de von Gott gefandten 
Propheten Jeremias, der Propheten und Verriidte zufammenftellt. Sind etwa 
rechtfdhaffene cdhriftlide Prediger unferer Beit Verriidte, Verdummende, blo weil 
fie bon den Feinden Chrifti fo betitelt werden? Uns wundert diefe Bdentifizie- 
rung UW8muffens um fo mehr, al er gleich) im nadften Sak fdreibt: ,Was hier 
cigentlic) gefchieht, wird nidt naiher gejagt. Der Lefer unferer Tage ahnt es 
nicht einmal.” Alfo der Wortlaut deS Textes beredhtigt nidjt gu diefer Bdenti- 
fizierung. Doh halten unS die Mangel deS BucheS nit ab, e8 alS wirklid 
anregendeS und in den reichen Snbhalt diefes nidt allguoft behandelten Buches 
der Heiligen Schrift einfiihrendes Werk unfern Lefern zu empfehlen. 

Th. Vatfa 
Commentary on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians by Martin Luther. 
A new abridged translation by Theodore Graebner, D. D., Professor 
of Philosophy and New Testament Interpretation, Concordia Semi- 
nary, St.Louis, Mo. Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, 
Mich. 282 pages, 542x8. Price, $1.95. 

What evangelical Christian will not rejoice when he hears that 
Luther’s Commentary on Galatians is now available in a modern, very 
readable version? Since articles dealing with this classic of Luther have 
not long ago appeared in the Concorpia THEOLOGICAL MonruLy, it is not 
necessary for us to dwell on the historical circumstances and the in- 
fluence of this great work. From the preface we ought to take over 
nevertheless these introductory remarks: This epistle was his favorite 
among all the Biblical books. In his ‘Table Talks’ the saying is recorded: 
‘The Epistle to the Galatians is my epistle. To it I am, as it were, in 
wedlock. It is my Katherine.” Much later, when a friend of his was 
preparing an edition of all his Latin works, he remarked to his home 
circle: ‘If I had my way about it, they would republish only those of 
my books which have doctrine, my Galatians, for instance.’ The lectures 
which are preserved in the work herewith submitted to the American 
public were delivered in 1531. They were taken down by John Roerer, 
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who held something of a deanship at Wittenberg University and who 
was one of Luther’s aids in the translation of the Bible. Roerer took 
down Luther’s lectures, and this manscript has been preserved to the 
present day, in a copy which contains also additions by Veit Dietrich 
and by Cruciger, friends of Roerer’s, who with him attended Luther’s 
lectures. In other words, these three men took down the lectures which 
Luther addressed to his students in the course of Galatians, and Roerer 
prepared the manuscript for the printer. A German translation by Justus 
Menius appeared in the Wittenberg edition of Luther’s writings, pub- 
lished in 1539.” 

Scholars are agreed that among the epistles of St. Paul Galatians 
holds a very prominent place. In saying this, we, of course, do not wish 
to imply that this book is inspired in a higher degree than the other 
epistles of the apostle; we merely wish to say that on account of the 
topic treated in it and its elaboration the letter is peculiarly important. 
St.Paul here defends, in words burning with indignation against false 
teachers and at the same time aglow with the deepest love for his 
spiritual children that have been misled, the doctrine of justification 
by grace through faith, the very doctrine through the triumphant preach- 
ing and defense of which Luther inaugurated the reformation of the 
Church. Luther’s comments on this work, coming as they do from 
a heart which had passed through the severest struggles and had found 
peace in the message of St. Paul, are the best human means we have of 
taking the student into the very depths of the apostle’s thought and ex- 
plaining his message to him. 

Luther is not easy to translate. His speech is so individualistic that 
one often despairs of being able to give an adequate rendering. A mis- 
take which is frequently made is too close adherence to the letter of 
the original, with the result that the version is awkward, clumsy, un- 
idiomatic in its English, and difficult to understand. Whoever translates 
Luther should make up his mind not to be slavishly literal and thus 
spoil the book for the reader by a poor English style. The version be- 
fore us makes good reading, we are happy to say. The sentences are 
short, the English is fluent, and one has no difficulty in apprehending the 
meaning. One more word of explanation is necessary. The translation 
before us does not give us Luther’s entire commentary, which in the 
Weidman edition fills 733 octavo pages. The translator had to make a 
selection. He omitted sentences which contained mere repetitions or not 
absolutely necessary amplifications, thus greatly reducing the size of the 
work and adding to its usefulness for the ordinary reader. The preface 
states that Dr. Graebner had the very material assistance of Pastor 
Mahler of Geneva, N. Y., in the preparation of this volume. W. ArnpT 


Karl Barth’s Idea of Revelation. By P. H. Monsma, Th. B., Ph. D. 
Somerset Press, Inc., Somerville, N. J. 218 pages, 644x9%4. 

In view of the fact that many ministers are now becoming interested 
in the study of Barthianism, we suggest to them (especially to beginners) 
this fine presentation of the fundamental Barthian concept, viz., that of 
revelation. The Barthian idea of revelation is his premise; everything 
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else is only corollary. There are in the main three reasons why we 
prefer Monsma’s excellent monograph to other works on Barth. In the 
first place, it confines itself to one topic but treats that basic and 
expansive topic thoroughly. In the second place, Dr.Monsma per- 
sonally attended Barth’s Dogmatische Sozietaet during the winter semester 
of 1933—1934; besides, he was enabled to study Dr. Istvan Joeroek’s 
(Hungarian) biographical sketch of his teacher, containing material 
largely obtained at first hand from Barth himself, and so he came into 
close contact with the famous dialectician. For Dr. Barth the author 
shows a strong feeling of personal affection and esteem; his dialectic 
theology, however, he severely condemns as at variance with historic 
Calvinism. Dr. Monsma himself studied at Calvin College (Grand 
Rapids), Michigan University (philosophy), Calvin Seminary (theology), 
Princeton Seminary (theology), Bonn University (theology), and Colum- 
bia University, where he obtained his Ph. D. in philosophy and Religions- 
geschichte. His work is divided into three parts, the first showing the 
“origin and development of Barth’s theology (100 pages),” the second, 
“Barth’s idea of revelation (64 pages),” and the third, a “résumé and 
critique” (28 pages), while the remainder of the book is devoted to the 
extensive “References” and “Bibliography.” In the third place, 
Dr. Monsma really tries to make Barth intelligible to the average 
readers, employing simple, lucid language and proceeding in short, easy 
stages to the climax of his monograph. As a help for beginners it 
surpasses anything which so far has been written on Barth in our country. 
Barth’s Werdegang via his own father, theologian Fritz Barth (Die 
Hauptprobleme des Lebens Jesu, surrendering vital parts of the Christian 
faith) , Schlatter, Ritschl, Harnack, Herrmann, Kant, Troeltsch, Schweitzer, 
Blumhardt, Kutter, Thurneysen, Kierkegaard, Calvin, Luther, supplied 
Barth with a number of theological ideas that were hurled at his puzzled 
theological reading public in his Roemerbrief and other works. Barth 
attracted Conservatives by his pious phrases, borrowed from Luther and 
Calvin, charmed the Liberals by his frequent departure from historic 
Christian theology, and mystified all by his dialectical modus demon- 
strandi. From beginning to end (and today he has lost much of his 
popularity in continental Europe) he was a Religionsphilosoph rather 
than a theologian, and more and more this modern theologian is com- 
pelled by the logic of his system to go over to the Modernists. Dr. Monsma 
shows very clearly that Barth’s idea of revelation is “threatened with 
collapse,” indeed, that it fails at every point of application to the 
Christian doctrine. J. THEODORE MUELLER 


The God whom We Ignore. By John Kennedy. The Macmillan Com- 
pany, New York. 260 pages, 54% x7%. Price, $2.00. 

This is another book among the thousands published in our day 
which by the use of pious phraseology makes it appear that it is 
preaching a religion that is Christian, while in reality it is not. Evi- 
dently the old-time creeds, founded upon the Bible as upon the un- 
erring Word of God, are not the creeds of the writer of this book. 
We take this from his own words. He says: 
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“This old-time ‘science,’ or cosmogony, can be traced all through the 
Bible, is latent in our Psalms, and indeed many of our hymns, and is the 
basis on which were framed the old-time creeds. What are we to do 
about it? We must simply regard it as the setting into which revelation 
had to fit, but not as revelation itself. We do not throw away a rich 
jewel as worthless because its setting is old-fashioned. We may either 
use it in its old setting or place it in a new setting. That depends very 
largely on our temperament. If we are so sophisticated that we cannot 
think historically, we may frame new creeds and write new hymns to 
express our conviction that God is revealed in Christ, and for some 
people that may be a real help. But we cannot rewrite the Bible or 
repudiate many of our old-time hymns without throwing away as worth- 
less some classical religions jewels.” (Pages 102, 103.) 

In the chapter on “The Significance of Jesus” we expect to find, if 
anywhere in the book, a clear, clean-cut statement in reference to the 
deity of Christ and His real saviorhood in becoming the sinner’s Sub- 
stitute. But this is what we found: 

“The quality of eternal life is made manifest in Jesus. That quality 
is made manifest in the redeeming acts of Jesus. We see His whole life 
as an act of redemption, in thought, word, and deed. We see in Him 
what seems to us to be an overplus of energy spending itself freely for 
the temporal and eternal good of men, but which is for God a manifesta- 
tion of His inexhaustible sufficiency. It is in that light we must regard 
the miracles of Jesus. The divine spirit is not straitened. God has not 
used Himself up in the creation and maintenance of the world. There 
is inexhaustible power in the living God, which seeks to pour itself out 
in beneficence to man. Jesus forces us to give up our notion of the 
universe as a closed system and to feel the power of the living God, 
who is above all things and in them and expressing His own nature as 
redeeming love in every channel open to His grace. In Jesus we see 
the redemptive activity of God. We behold the Father. We break 
through phenomena to the God behind the phenomena and find Him 
revealed not as Universal Indifference but as Redemptive Love. It is 
the life surrendered to the God so revealed and which is energized by 
the redemptive spirit that possessed the Man of Nazareth which is the 
Christian life and that is life indeed. The Christian life therefore is the 
life of union with God, the life of the surrendered will and mind and 
heart to the goodness and truth and beauty we find in Jesus.” (Pages 
93—95.) 

Christ’s work according to Dr. Kennedy was an “overplus of energy 
spending itself freely for the temporal and eternal good of men but 
which is for God a manifestation of His inexhaustible sufficiency.” 
According to the Scriptures “Christ hath redeemed us from the curse 
of the Law, being made a curse for us,” Gal. 3:13. 

As in the days of Christ, so today we have in the churches “blind 
leaders of the blind. And if the blind lead the blind, both shall fall 
into the ditch,” Matt.15:14. Says the Savior: “In vain do they worship 
Me, teaching for doctrine the commandments of men,” Matt. 15:9. 

J.H. C. Farrz 
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Lutherifde Kirdhe Deutfdlands — wohin? Bon H. Kirften, Paftor in Han- 
nover. Berlag de8 Schriftenvereins (C. Klirner), Bwidau. 48 Seiten 
514x9. Preis: Kartoniert, RM. 1.20. 

Wir haben hier eine treffliche Darlegung der Schriftlehre von dem Wefen und 
der UWufgabe der Kirche und eine fcharfe Whweifung der falfdhen Lehre der roma- 
nifierenden Vutheraner, die Das Wefen der Kirche aus der unfichtbaren Gemein- 
fchaft der Glaubenden in die fichtbare Gemeinfchaft der Befennenden verlegen 
und weiterhin Die Kirche nicht anders fennen alS Unftalt, Guberen Organismus. 
Wenn nun ,das Wefen der Kirche aus der unfichtbaren Gemeinfdaft der Glau- 
benden in die fichtbare Gemeinfchaft der Befennenden verlegt wird, fo ergibt fid 
daraus die Notwendigkeit, aud) die Heuchler und Scheindriften, die mali und 
improbi, Die teilhaben an der externa societas rituum, 3u wahren Gliedern der 
Kirche zu erheben, . . . wenigften8, wie Th. Harnad fich auSsdriidt, 3u ,paffiven 
Gliedern’“. Man fucht ,eine unmiglice Situation in der Kirche, namlich die 
Duldung offenbaren UnglaubenS und offenbarer Gottlofigfeit, dogmatijd und 
moralijdh vor fic) felbft gu rechtfertigen”. Und was die Definition der Kirche als 
pAnftalt” betrifft (Vilmar: , Die KRirdhe ift nit eine Gefellfmhaft, 
nicht ein Haufe glaubiger Menfchen ..., fondern Die Rirdhe ift bon votn=- 
Herein ein lebendiger Organi§Smus, ein aus Ynftituten, Berufen, 
Umtern und Standen gegliederter Organi8smus, und gwar ift fie das von Gott"), 
fo vertwechfelt man nicht nur die Wufgabe der Kirche mit dem Wefen der Kirde, 
fondern e8 ift aud) dabin gefommen, dab man die Wufgabe der Rirdhe falfd auf- 
fapt. Das Schlagwort ift: nicht Freifirche, fondern BVolf{sfirdhe! Mun 
aber ,foll e8 fic) bet der VolfSfirche um eine Kirche handeln, die nimt nur an 
das Volt fish wendet, fondern die das ganze Volf umfaffen twill und die 
e8 Darum nicht nur mit dem eingelnen Menfden im Bolf, fondern jugleic) auch 
irgendwie mit dem BVolf als Ganzgem jgutun haben will”. 
Man fagt auf jener Seite, dah ,die Kirche fic) nicht befdrantt und befdhranten 
fann auf Die Befehrung einzelner” (daS ift alfo die Sammlung der 
Glaiubigen!), ,fondern die ,Durchdringung de$ Volfslebens mit den Lebenstraften 
deS Evangeliums’ im Auge haben muf. ... Wenn die Kirche nist in einem 
Senfeits fern in den Wolfen fchweben, fondern ihren Sik im Leben, ihre Wirk- 
lidhfeit in diefer Gefchidjte haben will, dann muf fie auch in diefe Welt und ihre 
Gefchichte, in unfer wie in jedeS Bolf eingehen und alfo BoltStirche werden’. 
Uhnlidhe Stimmen hirt man ja auch hier in Amerifa. Und da wollen wir uns 
bon P. Rirften fagen laffen, dah ,eine folche Voltstirdhe als Maffentirche fic) eben 
nur recdhtfertigen lat, folange man das Wefen der Rirche alS congregatio 
sanctorum (Gemeinde der Heiligen) auSdriidlid) verleugnet und fie nur anfieht 
al Anftalt fiir den Glauben und fo fichtbare und unfidhtbare Kirche auSeinander- 
reift”. — 8 fei nod) darauf hingetwiefen, dak die Unficherheit und Verworrenbheit 
in der Lehre von der Kirche zum groken Teil davon herrithrt, dak man das 
Schriftprinzip hat fahren laffen und dafiir die Erlebnistheologie eingetaufdt hat. 
Vilmar: ,Dogmati€ ift derjenige Teil der Theologie, welder die gittliden Tat- 
fachen der Erlifung deS Menfchengefcdhlechts darftellt, fo wie diefelben 
bon der hriftliden Rirhe erfahren und aufgefabt werden. 
... Die fubjeftive Quelle der Dogmatif fann nidts anderes fein als 
die Erfahrung, die perfinlicde Beteiligung an jenen gittliden Tatfachen. 
. . . Die weiteren Erfahrungen, die nod vor un8 fliegen, begiehen fid) auf da8 § 
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Wefen der KRirde und auf die lekten Dinge, die ESchatologie.” Bt e8 ein 
Wunder, dak die Theologen, die darauf warten, dah die ,Crfahrung” Licht in die 
ehre bon der Kirche bringt, mittlerweile nidt wiffen, wie fie dran find? 
Th. Engelder 
Psychiatry. By Jacob D. Mulder, S.B., M.D. 170 pages, 542x8. Eerd- 
mans Publishing Co., Grand Rapids, Mich. Price, $1.50. Order 
from Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 


We are very glad that a book of this nature has been published. The 
author describes the twenty-two classes of mental disturbances accord- 
ing to the classification adopted by the American Psychiatric Association 
and listed in Dr. Fritz’s Pastoral Theology on page 214. He also illus- 
trates the more common types of psychoses by “case histories,” in which 
the patient’s own words are used whenever possible. He adds, however, 
the warning: “Do not try to reach your own conclusions on the basis of 
information obtained in this treatise. In any case of what appears to be 
mental disturbance a qualified psychiatrist should always be consulted. 
The field of psychiatry is large, obscure, and full of difficult problems, 
even to the specialist.” The author writes from the Christian viewpoint. 
While we do not agree with him in limiting “demonism as the New 
Testament speaks of,” “to that age of special miracles,” we rejoiced to 
read his frank endorsement of the Scriptural doctrine of total depravity. 
“The problem why the mental patient evidences in thought, speech, and 
actions, besides the abnormal which could be expected, so much that is 
morally wrong, is a dreadful reality daily brought to our attention. The 
intelligence in mental disturbance is sick and no longer a safe guide; 
but why should the outflow of thought so frequently tend toward evil? 
Pride, jealousy, irritability, stubbornness, indolence, cursing, assault, and 
even murder are frequently observed. The only explanation is God’s 
conclusion in regard to man at the time of the Flood, ‘For the imagination 
of man’s heart is evil from his youth,’ Gen. 8:21; or, as a certain modern 
philosopher exclaimed, ‘There is no crime so black but what its roots 
are found in every human heart.’” (P. 156.) THEO. LAETSCH 
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